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HE 


PREFACE. 


uk zealous 1 who 
have lately made a moſt un- 
happy Breach in the Church, 
having fince thought fit to change 
the Scene, and to drop King Ed. 
ward VTs Liturgy , in behalf of 
which they had ſet out with a great 
deal of Warmth and Eagerneſs, and 
inſtead of that to compile another 
of their own; from whence they 
have taken upon them to expunge 
the Decalogue, to pray that the 
Bread in the Euchariſt may be made 


dur Saviour's Body, and the Cup 


| his Blood, as formally and expreſs- 
ly as the forwardeſt Tranſubſtantia- 
| 7 A 2 liſt 
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The Preface. 
liſt in Europe could do it 5 and he. 
ſides the Four Alterations contend 
ed for, to add two new Offices fo 
Unction, the one in Confirn ation, 
and the other upon the Sick Bed; it 


muſt be owned, that as they have 


no tolerable n, for what 
they have hitherto done, ſo neither 
can any one tell how 3 farther 
he may be to go in a while, if he ſuf⸗ 
fer himſelf to become their Proſelyte. 
The - unſteadineſs they have already 


ſhewn, and the Unneceſſary Altera- 


tions they have made, give too 


much Cauſe to doubt, what other 
ſteps may in time be thought ne- 


ceſſary to be taken: And hence 
are a Seaſonable Caution, to all 
that tender the Welfare, either of 


Themſelves, or of the Church where- 


of they are Members, to beware 
how they entertain any thoughts of 
ever joining themſelves to them. | 


Eſpecially if it be ſeriouſly con- 


ſidered, how far they are from ha- 
Ving proved the Eſſentiality, of the 
Ulſages 


The Preface. 


Uſages they have taken upon them to 


revive. Not any. one of them has 
been yet maintained by any juſt or 
good Authority ; and yet till this is 
done, it is impoſſible to juſtify the ma- 


king a Breach in the Church for them. 


And I heartily” wiſh therefore, that 


all concerned in them © would duly 
attend, to that Pathetical Exhortati- 
on of the Apoſtle St. Paul, 1 Cor. 
I. 10. Now I beſeech you, Brethren, 
by the name of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
that ye all ſpeak the ſame thing, and 


that there be. no diviſions among you, 
but that ye be perfefaly joined toge- 


ther in the ſame mind, and in the 


fame judgment. And I earneſtly 


thren, who have fo unhappily with- 


drawn from us, that they will re- 


member we continue ſtill the ſame 
that we were, and that when we © 
were united it was upon our Prin- 


ciples, not theirs. 
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His firſt Propoſition, 


4. 
Scripture allowed on both fides to he a uffcient 


Rule for the Diredivn of our Faith an wh 


Tet Tradition pleaded for, by both the learned Do. 


Hor, and the Author of the Appendix, as ano- 
ther Rule, 8. 


Theſe Two not always inſeparable Conveyances, 


13, 48, 54. 

The Anſwerer's Teſtimonys for our Scripture Rule 
endeavoured to be di 1proved, I5. 

1. As to Scripture, tbid, 
2. As to Tradition, 18, 47, 52. 
As to S. Jerom, ibid. 
'As to Irenæus, | | 20. 
As to Tertullian, "21 3 23. 
As to Clemens Alexandrinus, e 
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As to S. Cyprian, „ CO OC 
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Doctrine of the Author of the Defence, "235 
Of the Jewiſh Talmud, 277 
Of the Difference between the Frui it of the Vine, 
and of the Tree, 36, 110. 


What things the F poſtles taught, which 6 did 
not commit to writing, 
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The Dol lor thinks a Mixture cee 
pr eſsly forbidden, 5 
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45, 62. 

07 Tuſlin Martyr's reſtimory for i it, 46,62, 12 

Of Prayer for the Dead. 

The G aſe of the "SONY Charter, and Deeds 1 
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of 5 . Declaration, hat be would 75 
no more of the Fruit of the Vine, 5 

But 4 Vitneſſer 2 for the Mixture during 

the firſt 300 Tears 63. 

Tertullian's Teſtimony againſt it not anſwered, 66. 

Nor S. Cyprian's to any purpoſe, ibid. 


Origen /o full againſt it, that his Teſtimony. cannot | 


be got over be corrupting the Text, 6 9. 
S. Cyril of Jeruſalents Feiner againſt it not 
. anſwered, | bid. 


Nor Balfamon's, 


70. 
S. Chry ſoſtom's Teſtimony conſt dered, ibid. 


S. Baſis Liturgy againſt the Juppeſed Talmudick 


Diſtinction, „ 7e. 
Of the Verb meg, en- 
Theodorus Mopſueſtenus'e Thien, 81. 
S. Athanaſius g, ibid. and 103. 
Irenæus c, 85. 
Clemens Alexandrinus“ bs 2 89. 
S. Cyprian's, | 3. 


The great 0 onteſt about the Obſervation of Ez 95 


Our 8 Saviour gives not the leaft hint of any 1 
more in the Cup, than the Fruit of the Vine, 101. 


The Melchiſedeckian Type, | 102. 

The Teſtimony of Euſebius conſidered, 103. 
2 the Trullan Canon, IO. 

ether our Saviour kept the Paſſover i in unleaven- 

ed Bread, KA 
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. be 5 , For Introdncing the 5 
Ne Communion Office, &c. 


H O? I cannot but conclude the Von. 
Eſſentiality of the Four Uſages ſo ear- 
Np neſtly contended for of late, and by 
4 conſequence the No- Neceſſity of al- 
tering the preſent Liturgy of the Church of Exg- 
and to have been already fully proved, yet fince 
fome others are of a different Opinion, and new 
Atrempts are made to expoſe our Communion 
Office as eſſentially defective, and not fit for a 
fincere Chriſtian to make uſe of, or to join in 
Communion with thofe that do, it is but reaſo- 
nable that fomething be offered again in its Be- 
half, to ſhew how incompetent and groundleſs 
the Exceptions to it are. a 
The Author of the No. ſufficient Reaſon, &c. 
had undertaken to make good theſe two Propo: 


ſitions. 
1 A 2 I. Scrip: 
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I. Scripture, and not Tradition, is preſcribed 


ty our. Lord 10 his Diſciples, as tho Rulo they are 


* 3 * * N 8 
= } * ont „ - W Z , 4 
Pe 4 £4 3 . 4 *» : * oF = ; * > "= * N 1 — ® . 

a * ＋ * 2 * , $ ” A 
TRAN 3 


TY ul EEE Py — | % * 
S * = | os * , * 1 - < . F * 3 4 E 
7 F * þ e a * r ö 5 F *- * 862 8 
"a. 8 S Is 4 f a, * e 
II. The Tradition pleaded fof the 76. | 
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II, 417. i107 pleaded the . 


Pleaded ar contro. 
vetted. Points it not 4 full and unqueftionable at 
it is repreſented to be. He began with the for- 
mer of theſe. 


I. Scripturt, and not Tradition, it preſeribed 
2 Lord to his Diſciples, as the Rule they are 
a walt by. And this he made No, not only 
by Scripture, but a plentiful Tradition too, di- 
recting us to ſtick to, obey, and be determined by 
Scripture, as the Rule bequeathed; to us by our 
bleſſed Saviour, for the Government of our Faith 
and Worſhip. He did not deny Tradition. its 
proper Uſe, and the Regard due to i} upon that 
Account, but only he was deſirous to ſhew, as he 
thought he had good reaſon to do, that tho' it 
might be appealed ro for explaining and corrobo- 
rating Tome Paſſages in Scripture, yet it ought 
by no means to interfere with it, either by con- 
ttadicting what that teaches, or teaching any 
thing as of Neceſſity to Salvation, which that has 
not taught at all. However, this Doctrine not 
ſuiting with the Sentiments of our new Reſtorers, 
wo worthy Gentlemen have lately appeared in 


F 


and the Learned and Reverend Dr. Brett, in his 
Poſtſcript to his Diſcourſe about Tradition. To 
theſe therefore I ſhall now apply my ſelf. And 
that we may proceed with the greater Clearneſs 
and Satisfaction, I ſhall begin with enquiring 


| boy far we profeſs to be agreed, and wherein we 


Iker. | 
'* it 


Print againſt it, namely, the ingenious Author of 
the Appendix to the Neceſſity of an Alteration, 


Scripture, bat to Tradition, the Fat 


| 1 71 

1. It is agreed on both ſides, 5 
1. That Scripture is a ſufficient Rule to us. 
As to the Sufficiency of the holy Scripture, ſays the 
Author of the Appendix, * tbe Anſwerer might 


bave 1 pared himſelf the Labour of it, ſince NO 


BODY DENIES II. This is a plain Declarati- 
on that the holy Scripture is not wanring to us 
in any thing neceſſary to Salvation. And if xo 


Body denies this, then every one muſt grant that 


Tradition is not required to make any thing a ne- 
ceſſaty Chriſtian Duty, which the Scripture has 
not ſome way or other made ſo. | 

2. That Scripture is given us as the Rule of 
our Faith. This I infer from the Doctor's vindi- 
cating the Author of the Reaſons, &c. as having + 


neither in plain Words, or by fair Conſequence, 


denied the Scriptures to be the Rule of Faith. 


| Now if the Scriptures are not denied to be our 
| Rule of Faith, I hope they are granted to be ſo, 


and conſequently that we are to ſtick to this Rule, 
and frame our Religion in all Things according to 
ita Direilion. And accordingly the learn- 
ed Doctor complains of it, as an undeſerved 
Charge againſt thoſe of his ſide, that we are now 
directed by them 10 betake our 3 not 0 

4 rs, and the 
Jewiſh Rabbies. This, ſays the Doctor, zs a very 
falſe Suggeſtion, neither the Author of the Reaſons, 
nor any one elſe againſt whom the Anſwerer's Book 
is levelled, bas. taught not to betake our ſelves to 
Scripture, or that we are to betake our ſelves to 
Tradition, the Fathers, and the Jewiſh Rabbies, 


in Oppoſition to it. As to the Fad, that this is 
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* App. p. I 56, F Poſtſcript 147. | 7 Po, P; 144+ 
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a falſe Suggeſtion, the Doctor has only aſſerted, 
but not proved it to be ſo. And I only beg of 
the impartial Reader to caſt his Eye over both 
the Reaſons and the Defence, and then to declare 
freely to the World whether it be not the Purport 
and Deſign of both thoſe Diſcourſes, and eſpeci- 
ally the latter. That which I am more properly 
concerned to obſerve here is, that if this be a 


l 


in end, . . ar 
3. That Tradition is to be made uſe of only 


ſo far as it is explicative of the holy Scripture. 
We have taught no more, ſays the Doctor, f than 


what the Anſwerer himſelf allows, that Tradition 
is of uſe for confirming what is delivered in Scrip- 
ture, tho not ſo fully and clearly. as ſome other 
Doa@Qrines are. Tho' how this will agree to the 
Neceſſity of ſuch Uſages, as the Scripture no 
where teaches, will need ſome Explication. -- 

4. That F any. Competition ariſes between 
Scripture and Tradition, no queſtion is to be made, 
but the Scripture is to be relied upon, and the 
Tradition to be. rejected. Than which nothing 
could be better ſaid, and fuller to our Purpoſe, 
And I can, and do aſſure the Reader on the other 
hand, that the Anſwerer had never any Deſign to 


diſcard Tradition, or encourage any one elfe to 


diſcard ir, any farther than it differs. from Scrip- 
ture; and whenſoever it does this, we are taught 


8 —— 


— 
— 


T Ibid, + Po. p. 143. 


by 


£7 I 


| by this Reverend Author that it ought to be diſ- 


carded; which is as much as any of us deſire. 


5. * That the Scripture is the Rule that we 
are e to adhere to, whenſocuer any un- 


ſeriptural Tradition comes in OI with it, 


| rayers for the 
Dead, Cc. M a bi 


our Deportment in all reſpeQts, is owned and ac- 
knowledged by both Sides. + We own the Au- 
thority of the Scriptures, ſays the Doctor, as hear- 


_ tily and FULLY as himſelf. And this may ſerve, 


as he proceeds, as an Anjwer to all his following 
Quotat ions of the ſame Kind, and where they 
are only produced to ſhew the Authority of the 
Scriptures,” or that nothing is to be taught contra- 

to the Scriptures, T ſhall take no notice of them, 
declaring that I heaͤrtily ſabſcribe to all ſuch Paſ- 


ages, either of the Fathers, or any one elſe. And 


again, + Tradition which is contrary to Scripture, 
is by no means to be admitted. | | 


- 


J. That nothing is to be received as an Arti- 


cle of Faith, or of Neceſſity to Salvation, that 
cannot be proved from Scripture. For ſo ſays 
the learned Doctor, when *-reciting the Words 
of the Church of England, in its VIth Article, 


That whatſoever: is not read in Scripture, nor 
may be proved thereby, is not to: be required o 
any Man that it ſhould be believed as an Article 


of Faith, or be thought requiſite or neceſſary to 

alvation; he hereupon makes this frank Decla- 
tation, which I beg may be remembred ; Thie, I 
believe, the Author. of the Reaſons will readily 
aſſent to, I AM SURE I DO. And at another 


* Po. p. 169. f Po. p. 150. + Po. p. 138 * Po. p. 145. 
* NE time, 


6. That the Authority of the Scriptures, as 
the Word of God, and the Rule and Guide of 
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to Scripture ir readily allowad. 


. -- $0 thar hitherto ithe Doctor nl the Afſwerer 


ſeem to be perfefitly of a mind. And there is 


nothing the Anſwerer has undertaken to —— 
concerning the Preference of. Setipture before 
Tradition, but ſtands confirmed by the learned 
Doftor's Atteſtation; as it is alſo implied in the 


other Gentleman's Allowance. of the Sufficieney 


of Scripture. And now after what has been thus 
acknowledged on both fides, 4 Strahger-to our 
Debates would hardly be able to find room for 
any Difference between us. Here our Prineiples 
are ſo undeniably owned and profeſſed, that one 
would be tempted to think this firſt part of our 
Debate to draw very near a Conchifion, and 1 
would to God it did ſo, yet to the Grief of 
Soul I am afraid, if we go on to enquire, * ' © 
2. Wherein we diſagree, we ſhall find the 
Difference to be ſtill. very wide, ARES 
this Appearance of an Accommodation. For 


cannot poſſibly contrive how to reconcile what || 
is here aſſented to with what elſe occurs in both | 


meſe Authors 07 116 e 

The learned Doctor ſpeaking of the fore-named 
Article of our Church, ſays, * We are for under. 
ſtanding it according .as the Church of England . 
QUITES 1s 25 ated acd its thut ic, that when we 
widertake to probe any thing neceſſary to Salvation 
by Scripture, toe do not interpret the Scripture in 
what Senſe we Pleaſe, or im ſuch a Senſe as we 
may put upon it without ſeeming ro toreſt it, but 


in ſuch 4 Senſe as is agreeable to the Dottrine 


the ancient Catholic and Apsſtolick Church. 
hereby if he means only that Tradition is the 


* 
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beſt Aſſiſtant to Scripture, to explain the Senſe 


of it in obſcure and difficult Places, it amounts 
to no more than what has been agreed upon al- 


ready. But if hereby he means, that any the 
plaineſt and eaſieſt Texts of Scripture, ſuch as 
that, I will drink no more of the Fruit of tbe 
Vine, &c. or that other, Do this in remembrance 
of ne, or others of the like nature, are not to be 
underſtood: according to their plain literal. Senſe, 


but Tradition muſt be haled in to put a foreign 


Interpretation upon them, here he differs ſo wide- 
iy from himſelf, that I muſt leave it to himſelf 
to try what Apology he can make for it; yet if 
this be not his Meaning, it is not an eaſy Matter 
to give an Account how he comes to be ſo con- 
cerned to remove thoſe Authorities the Anſwerer 
had brought to prove the Scriptures to be the 


Rule left us by our Saviour, and from whence we 


are to learn our Duty. 27-07 01g VOOR 
The other Gentleman affirms; + We prove all 
the Parts of our Controverſy from Scripture. And 


had he been pleaſed to ſtop here, we ſhould have 
| moſt readily concurred with him, in taking Scrip- 
ture to be the only ſafe Foundation to build upon 
in all our. Differences, and ſo he might have ſpa- 


red himſelf the Pains of compoſing both his Book 
and his Appendix. But alas! the very next Words 


diſcover his Intent to be very foreign from what 
theſe would intimate it to be. For he does not 


ſo much as pretend to prove any one of their 
Uſages, or any thing elſe that I know of, from 


Scripture it ſelf, how clear ſoever it be, but only 


as it is interpreted by the ancient. Church, that 
is to ſay, purely and ſolely by what he thinks fic 
to call the ancient Church. So that whatſoever 


T App. p. 154. 


B >. ma 


* 


tel: 
Kis Profeſſion be, it is plain that n 


ot Scripture, 


but the ancient Church, that is to ſay Tradition, 
is the Rule he depends upon. And this he does 
toithat degree, that he ſticks not to negurre thoſe 
Gentlemen who, he ſays, prafeſt ſo much Obedi- 
vnc to the Church, that they believe what 'is 
HUS PROVED FROM SCRIPTURE io be (as 
THEIR Church; by the 


way, I with he would 


tell us what HIS Church is, ſince he Eilts 0 ; 
= 


mates it not to be the ſame with THE 

FHEIR CHURCH, he ſays, allows it to be) an 
Article of Faith, and neceſſary to- Salvation; other- 
wiſe; as he proceeds, tho for what reaſon I'know 
not, they muſt rejed. their own, not his, \Church's 


Articles, and giue 


up the Reformation. But is 
this good. Gentleman in. earneſt when he talks at 


This Iooſe rate? Tais is to me perfect Equi voca- 

tion and Banter, and tho' I have tried all I can, 
I am not able to make any thing better of it. He 
proves his Uſages from Scripture; and were it 
poſſible to do it, this were his oniy proper Me- 


thod, eſpecially fince he + acknowledges rhe Sut- 


fciency of Scripture. He profeſſes to prove his 
Uſages from Scripture. But then pray don't mi- 
ſtake him, for he means no ſuch thing. It is on- 


1y from Tradition, which, becauſe he is unwilling 
to own the true State of the Caſe, he calls Scrip- 
ture interpreted by the ancient Chureh; hereby 
plainly intimating, that it is not [Scripture by 
which he would prove his Uſages, but the ſup- 
poſed Interpretation of the ancient Church, tho 


ſometimes quite beſides, and at others evidentl) 
irreconcileable to the Doctrine of the holy Scrip 


cute. > 


LE App. p. 156. 
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Cup, &c. then our Author, by oppoſing the Mix- 
tume, oppoſes the Inſtitution of Chriſt. Which is 
moſt willingly granted him, tho what he will ger 
by it I cannot imagine. If our Saviour inſtituted 
the Mixture, it is paſt doubt that whoſoever op- 
poſes what he thus inſtituted, oppoſes his Inſtitu- 


tion. But then it is as undeniable on the other 


hand, that if our LORD inſtituted only the Fruit 
of the Vine, and no Mixture, they that make a 
ixture neceſſary, undoubtedly oppoſe our Lord's 


Inſtitution. And how he will juſtify himſelf 


here, is Matter of moſt ſerious Conſideration. For 


unleſs he can do it, he muſt look upon himſelf as 


obnoxious to that Azathema of St. Paul, which 
he is ſo deſirous to fix upon thoſe that differ 
from him, and for no other reaſon, but becauſe 
they are feſolved to ſtick cloſer to our Lord's 
Inſtitution than he would have them. Thus 
much as to his Propoſition. n. 
And now for his Aſſumption. Let us ſee what 
mighty Proof he brings for our Lord's having 
inſtituted a Mixture, it is all contained in theſe 
few Words, As bas been proved; but when, or 
where, by whom, or from what Evidence, is a 
Myſtery he has not thought fit to diſcover; and 
Jam very ſure, after all that has been written in 
this groundleſs Controverſy, and all the Care I 
could take to make diligent Enquiry into it, I 
can meet with nothing that looks like a Proof of 
it; tho' without this, all that has been, or can 
be ſaid about it, is perfectly beſides the Queſtion, 
and ſignifies nothing at all. 


2 


| 1 App. p- 155. 


B 2 He 


See then how he argues. F If our LORD 
himfelf taught the Mixture of the Euchariſticul 
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[12] | * 
He farther affirms, + that norwithſtanding the 


Anſwerer's Infinuation, that his Opponents ſet uf 
Tradition againſt Scripture, be bas given no Proof 
that the Traditions inſiſted upon 'contraditf the 


Divine Writings , or that they make” any thing 
neceſſary which the Scripture does not ' make ſo: 
Does this Gentleman then write at a venture, 


and undertake to anſwer Books without reading 


them? If he does not; he might have ſeen this 
proved plain enough in the No ſufficient Reaſon, 
p. 24, 25, 26, and other Places. And indeed ac- 
cording to this Gentleman, the Fra: of the Vine 
and Water, which is no Fruit of the Vine, is all 
one, becauſe otherwiſe the Water can be no Part 
of the Inſtitution. 'For elſe our Saviour in ap- 


pointing Wine only, for I am ſure there is not a 


Word of the Mixture either in the Inſtitution, or 
any other Part of Scripture, has appointed Water 
alſo, which is a Contradiction. As it is likewiſe 
that the Scripture ſhould make Prayer for tbe 
Dead neceſſary to Salvation, when it not only no 
where enjoins it, but never ſo much as once 
makes any the leaſt mention of it. As neither 
doth it of the other two Uſages contended for. 
Which it muſt therefore make eſſentially neceſſa- 
ry meerly by its Silence, or otherwiſe ſuch Eſſen- 
tiality can never. be proved from Scripture, or in 
Truth reconciled to it. Which being plain Mat- 
ter of Fact, there is all the reaſon in the World 


. for this Gentleman and his Friends to give up all 


Pretences to Scripture in this Controverſy, unleſs 
they could be prevailed with, which were abun- 
dantly more deſirable, to give up their needleſs 


and dangerous Controverſy, and ſtick to Scrip- 

tute. | 
T Ibid. | 
Fa To 


— 
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To the fame purpoſe he had ſaid alſo a little 


before, + Ihe Opponent : ſets Scripture aguinſt 
Talio „and tes 4 one extlaſtoe of 25 
other, whereas they are inſeparable Conveyances, 
and are ſuppoſed in this Diſpute to be agreeable 
to each other ; Tradition is not urged in Oppoſitt- 
on, but in Proof of it. If this were really ſo, I 
ſhould have no ObjeCtion to it; for let Tradition 
be brought in reality in Defence of Scripture, or 
for Explication of any obſcute Part of it, and it 
will be long enough before I ſhall appear againſt 
any ſuch Defence or Explication. Only I cannot 


think it right to pay a greater Deference to Tra- 
dition than Scripture when at any time they do 


not well conſiſt together. But more particularly 
there are three Things I. deſire may be noted in 
relation to this Paſſage of our Autho.. 
1. He ſays, The Opponent ſets Scripture againſt 
Tradition, and makes the one excluſive of the 
other. Whereto I anſwer, he does not ſet the 
one againſt the other, but only tells which our 
Saviour has preſcribed us for our Rule whenſo- 
ever any Ditterence happens between them. Nor 
does he make the one exclufive of the other, ſo 
as to be of no uſe in interpreting Scripture, but 
only excludes it from being the Rule our Savi- 
our has taught us to adhere to. 1 
2. He proceeds, They are inſeparable Convey- 
ances, and are upp? ed in this Diſpute to be 
agreeable to each other. Now if they were al- 
ways inſeparable Conveyances, as is here taught, 
they could never interfere with each other. But 
when at any time they happen to diſagree, and 
Scripture teaches one thing, and Tradition is 
vouched as teaching another, as is often ſeen, 
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| App. P. 152. 
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both + this Author and + the learned Doctor 


tion between them. Whence it neceſſarily fol- 


Tradition. But ſays our Author, they are ſup- 


ion to Scripture, but in Proof of it. As if plead- 


Wine, and Wine only, is known by every Body 


_— 
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* 


ble Conveyances. And therefore to obviate this, 


teach, that Scripture and univerfal Fradition are 
always of one ſide, and never had any Competi 
lows, that whenſoever any Tradition is not of 
the fame ſide with Seriptute, as in the preſent 
Controverſy, that cannot poſſibly be an univerſal 


poſed in this Diſpute to be agreeable to each ot ber. 
— it is true he is pleaſed to ſuppoſe this, but 
aſſure him I eannot ſuppoſe it, becauſe I ſee 
the contrary: in the Traditions produced in our 
preſent Controverſy ; beſides that, he is defired 
to remember, it is Proof, not Suppoſals, that are 
required of bim 2 
3. He adds, Tradition is not urged in Oppoſi- 


ing for a Mixture of Water in the Euchariſt were 
a Proof that our Saviour inſtituted only Wine, 
as the Scripture teaches us he did, in as much as 


to be the Fruit of the Vine. Or as if making 
other Things neceſſary to Salvation, whilſt ut- 
terly unknown to Scripture, were a Proof that 
the Scriprure makes them neceſſary too, tho? 
without ſaying one Tittle of any of them. Either 
this Gentleman muſt have a ſingular Talent at 
reconcileing ContradiQtions, or he will be ſure to 
find himſelf miſerably entangled in this ſort of 
Procedure. For not poſitive Aſſertions, and Boaſts 
of having proved, are what is expected in a Diſ- 
putant, but ſolid and ſubſtantial Proof. And a 
Contelt of ſuch a nature as this we are now up- 


r moans sss 6-40 


6 —_— 
1 
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t App. P. 153. I Po, 161. 


[15] 


on is ito be determined, not 


it. And if he will at any time vouchſufe to offer 


gud: id to it. 
Mine of the Difference tit is be- 
— the Anſwerer and his two O is, 
umber of 


that whereas he had brought a good 
Authorities, both from [Scripture and HOES: 
12 me Scripture to be the only Chriſtian 

e left by our Saviour for the ion of his 


validate the Force of theſe Teſtimenies; tho 

there is no more in them than what has been 

conſented: to before under che former fart of this 

firft Head. 

Now aas to Seripture, the Author df the: + 
i 


pendix takes notice that the Paſſages bro 
from thence for engaging to depend upon 
for our Direction as well as Information, relate 
to the Seriptures of the Old Teſtament. And no 
wonder if — were all that were referred to be- 
fore the New Teſtament was written; but this 
is no Evidence that the whole Canon of _ 
dure was not * more to de 4 u 
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by a meer Pretence 
x0 'Soriprure, but by the Words and Doctrine of 


any thing of rhis Kind, irifhall have all due Re- | 


Diſciptes, they both do what'in them lies to in- 
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on, if rightly uſed, that we complain of, but on- 

Iy of the too high Valuation, and the wrong Uſe 
er TT ̃ 28 Þos'! * 


\ 


made of it. e 


Texts do ſend ws to the Scriptures. But then he 
asks, What follows from all this? Is there a Word 
in theſe Texts againſt Tradition? I do not ſay 
there is, nor do I want one, as I have juſt now 
Aid, our Deſign not being to condemn. Tradition, 
but only to keep it in its due Bounds, and to its 
Juſt and proper Uſe... me. 
And whereas the learned Author of the De- 
Fence ꝓ had produced ſome Texts of Scripture in 
favour of Tradition, and the Anſwerer had ob- 
Terved, t that nothing more can be meant by Tra- 
dition in thoſe Places but the Doctrines the A po- 
Nes taught the. Chriftians, whether by Writing or 
Word of Mouth, the leamed Doctor puts this 
Queſtion, And did any one ever produce them 
20 prove more, than that the Apoſtles taught. fome 
Things by Word of , Mouth, and did not put all that 
they taught in_Writing ? Let I am pretty conſi- 
dent the D 
to be the Anſwerer's Meaning. For tho' +: be- 
fore the New Teſtament was written the Apo- 
files might reaſonably refer their Auditors to 

what they had verbally delivered, it by no means 
follows from hence that they did not AFTER. 
WARDS: put all they taught, as neceſſary. to be 
believed or practiſed, in Writing. And I am apt 
to think the Doctor will not undertake to prove 
they did not. Tho' here he ſeems willing his 
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1 Po. p. 142. f Defence, p. 18. No ſuff. Reaſon, 
P. I. p. 22. f Po. p. 169. f Ipfi eis prædicando, tam 
viva quod aiunt voce, quam per Foiſtolas POSTEA, 
Tertull. de præſcript. c. 21. | 


Readers 


The learned Doctor + readily grants theſe 


oQtor-neither did, nor could, take this 
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deſting the Anſwerer * 
Text of the N. Teſtamerit I And 
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Nestes egg www this: to be the Anfiveret's 


Doctrine. Which he utterly denies, and begs 


the Doctor will ſhew ay one thing er the 


poſtles* a to be of 
7 7 05 


tniyerfal and 
in ſome Writ 


arten, and did not 7 it in 


would put upon him, or rom haviog any” red- 


mer ore wee tr ke way R i give an Anſwer 

re by the 1 tou an Anſwer 
octor's in Behalf of the 

Authority of the N he is fo eatueſt for, 


1 think T ean eafily g such as is. plain 
enough. Fer not er FE on thoſe 
Words of the Apo fe. T Go. * Wife 
hath not Power — her own Bo rhe Hu. 


band; 4%ſb ie Hurband bath not "Bong of bis own 
Body, dar de Wife; hath this Note, which will 


not eaſily be got over, here is 4 plain Argument 


againſt Folygamy; ; for if the Man hath not Fang 
over bis otnñ Body, he cannot give the Power of 


is 19 amber and ſo be cannot marry another; 
but our bleſſed" Saviour is ſufficiently expteſs as 
to this Point, St. Lake 16. 18. Whoſorver Puts 
toth away bis Wife, and marrieth another, com- 
nitteth Adar, 
10 marry a ſecond Wife, upon an unjuſt Repudia- 
tion of 4 former, it cannot po away; yr leſs 18 take 

X 2 Without putting away t 
to me is very 88. Bur if the Prohibition re- 
ceives any Light or Force from Tradition, I do 
not preten&+to except to it. This being a Re- 


argen — tanght Rs, 
4 Po. p. 144. 


t or other of thi New Teige, 
80 far is ie Wont owning what the Doctor 


give kim ſome er reſs 
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Ihe Anſwerer having ſhewn from Scripture * 
that the Sacred Writers preſcribe us no other 
Rule of Faith but Scripture, he next proceeds to 
Tradition for it, to ſhew that this was likewiſe 
the Doctrine -of the ancient Chriſtian Writers. 
Of theſe he produced Eighteen, out of which the 
Doctor bas thought fit to take notice only of Se- 
ven. The firſt of which is St. Jerom, and tho? 
khere are + Six different Paſſages out of this Fa- 
ther, teaching that we are to ſtick to the Things 
that are written, and what has not Authority 
ihar thoſe . Prophecies are not to be received, 
Which agree not with the Authority of the Old 
mands are to be attended to, rather than the Say- 
ings of the greateſt of Men, and that we are fiiſt 
to learn our Duty from thence, he ſingles out 
only one as wotthy -of his Conſideration. The 
Words are theſe, Ut que \ſcripta ſunt non 
negamis, ita ea que non ſunt ſeripta renuimis. 
1 This, ſays the learned Doctor, is ſ% far from | 
being againſt Tradition, the Purpaſe ſor which it || an 
1 was quoted, if. it. was quoted to any Purpaſe at all, || 1s 
. that it is really: an Argument for Tradition, and || dis 
14 ſhews that in St. ſerom's Opinion Tradition is to dil 
+I bes adhered to, where. Scripture: does not direaly an 
\' 405 the contrary. Here therefore I muſt beg || ſo! 
$9 Leave to ſet the Matter in ſomewhat a clearer || lea 
. Light. And I readily agree with the learned an 
11 Door, that Heluidius bad taken upon him to || fa) 
1 oppoſe the perpetual Virginity of the bleſſed Vir- 
14 gin, as if ſhe had had other Children after our 
1 | bleſſed Saviour, and that St. Jerom ſet himſelf to 
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conſute this Conceit of his, by enquiring into the 
ſeveral Texts of Scripture under which Helpidiis 
hag" ugh de 10 ſhelrer himſelf. But then I adq, 
erom having thfougbly examined Ne 
vil, both” by "the Words them 


* 


Twerer's 4. 50 
do not-  deriy the Thinks Phat are 1 in 
rejed thoſe t that are not written.” 2 Belizos God 
en born of 4 Virgin, ber 
it; we do nt believe Maty 10 habe narried 1 
ber Detivery, e doe 0 25 not e it. W 
is as full u feference to Scripture, for the 1 — 
* the Matter in Deb _ 35 can be de- 
an expreſs BA that no Tra- 
to! be r evident 7 


ation is is t con · 
ſiſtent with *Scripture: the learned Do- 
Kor, * rhit ir Jo far fe . againft Traditi- 
on, that it is really an Ha for . Tradition, 


— ſbeivs; that my St. Jerom r Oh 
is to be adhered to, where the Scripture dots” ar 
direttly dfſert* e) But. then tho? a 1 
dition that is n6t-contrary to Sc 2 nor ha 

any other ill Cotiſe ane may he ſafely, and . 
ſome Caſes pioully /entertiined, yet here is not the 
leaſt Intimation that ſuch à Tradition may make 
any thing a neceſſary Duty "which, the Sctipture 
ſays nothing at all of; lch is what the Doctor 
would be At, tho in flat Oppoſition to theſe 
Words of St. Jerom. The other Gentleman takes 
another, and a far leſs * Courſe with theſe 
Words, or whatever elſe this Father had to ſay 
to this E His Anſwer is but OY and 
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aſs for an Equivalent rand; 
85 Y Thing 9 5 no RN of OM obſerved. in 
upon the Foot of Tradition, 1 — —— 


joined, by an expreſs Law. Here this 


little too quick in boaſting, as if the 
e nothing to aN to this Afſerti on; 
6, bee 75 lh is, PET 85 


v vinced, 


given 2 Reply HE 


one, that he ex; $ to beat ys 
ho a . Dy EE 


ram they are 
on 112 5 25 ky A 4 0% iſerian. nd it 2 
d Cauſe that wants the ile. of 
SA Heretick to rde it. Mn Vb 2 l 4 
The Anſwerer had obſerved of. le 2291 {aha that, 
he Proms to. 11 the To Tents 
1 en Seriprare ; char be g 1227 e | 
be Apoſtles deliuęręd it in the,\Serit _—_ to, be 
be Foundation: an 17 Mar of of. our Faitbz and com- 
plain of the 3 that being e out 
of Scyipture, they ſet, Meuter $0 ae 7 
Scripture; and in ſhort, he blames. them for de- 
pending more upon Tradition than they did upon 
the Word of God. Jo what purpoſe theſe. Faſſa- 
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is he 10 ſuggeſt; thut eboſe ' that oppoſe bim deny 
he Divine Authority of the Scriptures, I wi 

rell him then vo tut purpoſe theſe Paſſages are 
cited, it was to ſhew that Lennνj — 880 
looked upon Scriptute as the Rule of our Faith, 


dates that ariſe amongſt us, and that our Duty 18 
without Sctipture. And if the Doctor will needs 


have it advanced to ſuch a Height, as that we 


queſtionable Words of Scripture without it. He 


once cpreſſed a Regard for Apoſtolical Tradition, 
and I am ſure he is ready to do it any time, if 
well proved to be truly ſo, but then he profeſſes 
to pfeſtu Scripture even before any unwritten 
Tradition whatſoever; and he is-alſs of Opinion, 
that if the Doftor keeps to truly Apoſtolical Tra- 
dition, he will ind himſelf vy much àt à loſs 

EN this n lir- 
| e after he produces a large Paſlage of the ſame 
pel, Father in favor; as he tells us, + of Tradition, 
but what Service it will do him, 1am not yer 


tion of ſmail_ Importance, and by: conſequence no 
c 215 and eſſential Fart of our Religlon, AF- 
erwards he puts this Queſtion, "What if the Apo- 
Hes had left us 10 Soripturer at all, ought we not 
o have followed the Order of that Tradition which 
hey delrvered to-#boſe to iubom they committed the 
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and the proper inſtrument for deciding the De- 
to be learned from hence, but not from Tradition 
have this to be 4 *. condemning Tradition, I can- 
not help it. But I aſſure him we are no more 
for condemning) it than he, only we would nor 
may not pretend to underſtand — and un- 
ſays preſently after, the Anſwerer bus more than 
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— > wana oy 


ſenfible. Irena ſpeaks of determining 2 Sur 


burcbes ! And who doubts this? If wo had had 
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no Scriptures tranſimitted to us, without queſtiog 


it had been our Duty to make uſe of the beſt 
Light that could be got without them. But the 
Doctor will not ſay our having the Seriptures to 
conſult upon all Occaſions does not quite alter 
the Caſe. And again, the Heathens are many of 


them commended for diligentiy preſerving the old 


Tradition. But then the following Words ac. 
quaint us that this o/d Tradition conſiſted of moſt 
of the Articles of our Creed,; all which are con- 


tained in Scripture, and ate to be learnt from 


thence by ſuch as have the Uſe of thoſe ſaered 
Wrirings. - And if the Doctor can make any thing 
of this, much Good may it do him. The other 
Gentleman pleads, * that he Faber dots not herę 


argue againſt Tradition, but -againft that ' which 
_ tbe Hereticks called ſo, a falſe Pretence to Tra- 
ptehend that he argues. 


dition. But I da not ap 
at all agaĩnſt Tradition in theſe Words, but only 
in behalf of the Scriptures, as the Rule of Faith. 
As neither is the Tradition he mentions here re · 
ſtrained to that of the Hereticks he is writing 


zainft, but is expreſſed as generally as can be. 


goes on indeed to teach that they ſet up 


% 


and for this he juſtly: condemns them, but that is 


3 Words following, not in thoſe cited by the 
nſwerer, and ſo not to our Purpoſe. This Gen- 
tleman adds, that in the neut Chapter the Father 


urges the Tradition the | Apoſtles naniſeſted i ri 
throughout the Vorid. And no wonder if diſpu- 


ting with thoſe who denied the Authority of 
Scripture, he argued from any other Topick that 
might be more like to work upon them. But 
what is this againſt us, who, bleſſed be God, 


——— 
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[23] 
have the free Uſe of the Scriptures, and are chat- 
ged not with rejecting, but with adhering more 
ily. to them than this Author would have us? 
There is another Paſſage cited from this Father, 
but having been produced alſo by the Doctor, and 
ſo already anſwered, J have nothing more to ſay 
to ite lane ik 
The Doctor aims at nothing more from Tertul. 
lian, than to ſnew that * he was no Enemy to 
Tradition. As neither is the Anſwerer, nor any 
one on our ſide of the Queſtion that I know of, 
but only to a wrong uſe of it. The Author of 
the Appendix, upon his being told that Tertul- 
lian adored: the fulneſs of the Scripture, and ob- 
Jetted to Hermogenes that his Doctrine was not 
re to be found in Scripture, and cautioned him there- 
ich upon to beware of the dreadful Woe denounced a- 
ra- gainſt thoſe ioho add to, or detratt from the Word 
des || of God, does not deny any thing of this, but gives 
nly- || for: Anſwer, F that yer he groes his Vote for Tra- 
ith; dition. And ſuppoſe he does, I am ſure he never 
're« | fays that Tradition directs to break the Unity of 
ing | the Church, for the ſake of uncommanded un- 
be. ſcriptural Uſages; without which his Vote does 
up not any way affedt our Cauſe. + However, let us 
jon, ||| ſee what Evidence he brings for the Proof of his 
tis Aſſertion. Now to prove this he alledges Four 
the Sentences out of that Father, but as little to his 
zen- || purpoſe as needs to be. The Firſt: declares it 
ther | Lawful to receive à Tradition, upon the Autho- 
ted rity of thoſe! that have gone before, and the Pa- 
pu- tronage of Cuſtom, but without urging any Ne- 
of ceſſity for it. The Second relates only to the U- 
that ſage of Womens going veiled , which being a 
But ¶Caſtom founded upon Tradition, he ſays, not that 


— — 85 


—— 1 — — 


* Po. p. 153. + App. p. 159. : 
| | 4 


. 0 » 8 mw, # 
— 's Li 8 
— 22 7 9 * X 428 * 
92K 61 Io ron e — 7 2 * — 
- - = ap — — —_— — 2 * * A 
1 PALIT "7 7 5 * I 2 — — * — — "Bb 


= — — 5 — err ps 


2 
RR” 


8 4 outs worn 
4 3 « » PEAK 


— 


— — 
r d 


being fo was a reaſonable perſn 


having ever enjoined it a$'n v. The Thitd 
was not to be thought at all. pertinent, without 


make of any Advantage to his Cauſe; and there- 
fore, he very unfairly leaves out the Two Ft 


to give it what other Name fhall:pleaſe him beſt. 
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it was certainly from the Apaltles, but that its 
3 vet without 
of the Apoſtles 


any the leaſt imimation of an 


Lame anifice to help it, and Therefore is repre- 
ſented imperfeftly to make it paſſable. For thus 
ſpeaks — _ — ita evaderet _ 
vcripturarum; Gc. Thoxgh a: comparing of Scrip- 
tures ſhould bappen'to leatit the Argument go" 
on beth ſides —— This: our Author could not 


"SY OD Dm m,n 


Words, and from a meer Suppofirion of a poſſi- 
bility; turns it into a poſitive Aſſertion, zhur rhe] 2, 
Conferring of difjerem Paſſages in the Holy Bi. 5 
tings will not further their Cunuiclion hut leave ert 
the Argument equal an both. fades. I will not call 
this Falſification, but leave it rather to himſelf 


Only I deſire this place may not be any more 
duced in Deragation from the Authority of the 
Holy Scriptures. The Fourth and laſt teaches, 
that the Churches which the Apoſtles e ad 
taught, before the Scriptaret were Wrnten 

Word of Mouth, and afterwards by their Epiſtles 
are the proper Nuneſſes for proving what Cliff hi 


bad revealed ta then, ¶ that is to ſay, what 18 th: the 


ard of God or the Canon of Scripture; ] andi care 
whilſt they do this faithfully, or as our Authof My 
renders it, if #be cafe be fo,” every Doctrine that not 
agrees with them muſt be acknowledged to be trus am 
not as our Author renders it, & it preſerves 1 deny 
45 doit hout doubt, but Sine dubio tenentem quod of 3 
Eccleſiæ ab Apoſtolis, Apoſtoli a Chriſto, Chriſtuſuſele 


. 


De Preſcript. c. 19. 


A Des 


25 ] 


Tradition of the Churches from the d 


wo 


Churches from 11 ' Apoſtles, &c. 
but what the Churches have received. 


bu | rom the A- 
poſtles, the. Apoſties from Chriſt, and Chriſt from 
God. Thus it is, and no otherwiſe that Terral- 
lian here gives 15 0 

any, or all, of, theſe Quotations when truly re- 
preſented, take off the Force of the foremention- 
ed Woe denounced againſt thoſe who fe to, or. da- 
tral? from the Word of Ged, I have loſt my aim... 
It was urged concerning C/emens. Alexandrins, 
* that he recommends. the Scriptures, as by the 
Study whereof 2 Man does: in a. manner, f a 
Man become a God, and gives. Dire(tions to bear- 
ken to the Scriptures, ar 4 Criterion in Doubts and 


err who do not take care to keep to them as 


nſeiff not queſtion, but only objects + har the Church 
belt. hd Traditions, concerning the Euchariſt, which 
. Clemens induſtriouſly avoided to mention, to the 
k thief end they might not be ſound out by thoſe wha 
ches, were not initiated in the Holy Myſteries. . And 
t au theſe Traditions, ſays he, were. not contained in 
n H Scripture. But then he does not ſay, that any of 
them were of Neceſſity to Salvation, without 
which his Obſervation does not at all come up to 


care was taken anciently, to conceal the Holy 
Myſteries from the Uninitiated, and ſuch as were 


mal not p rmitted to. partake of them. But then 1 


am fully perſuaded the Learned Doctor will not 
of abſolute Neceſſity. And if ſo, this is very 


ä 


* 
- 


N. [. K. p. 8, 9. Po. p. 54: Pe, 


D 


2 Deo accepit, 2 it holds without doubr, not the | 


i Vote for Tradition. And if 


Difficulties, declaring that thoſe muſt: neceſſarily 


4 the Point in Hand. It is not doubted but ll 
Holy 


deny, that this was matter of Prudence, and not 


uſuſeleſly brought upon the Board; as having no 


rela- 
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does not tell us, where this Eleventh Book is tc 
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relation to our preſent Controverſy, The Author 
of the Appendix py that Clemens Alexandri- 
nus - ſpeaks plainly of Tradition, when * „, 
thoſe. who have preſerved the Tradition of this 


od Doctrine, recerving it immediately from the 


Holy Apoſtles, &c. Which no way appears in 
r of the 


the leaſt to derogate from the 


Holy Scriptures, but to mean either the Scrip- 


tures themſelves, or at leaſt a faithful Expoſition 
or Explication of them. And again, he ſays, 
there were unwritten Traditions amongſt the Fetus, 
but not of what-Ferce or Obligation they were. 


Apoſtles was one and the ſame,#rou; 4 x, i negghio, 
Bar their Tradition, or rather their manner of 
Delivering it. If our Author expects any Advan- 
tage to his Cauſe from this, he may do well to 
let us know what it is, for I maſt own I cannot de 
diſcover any. He adds * that Gregory Nazianzen 2 
and St. Bafil, by the Teftimony of Ruffinus, durſt 7e 
not interpret Scripture, but agrecable to the Ruleſ ta 
and Uniform conſent of the Ages before them ag 
And quotes for it, Rahn. Hiſt. Lib. XI. c. 9. butt ge, 
8 Ve 
be found, or how we may enquire after it | Ty 
The Paſſage from Origen, ſays the Learned Di.] tha 
+ which 1 Anſwerer looks upon as exprefs to ba anc 
preſent purpoſe, is this: Origen ſpeaking 7 tha Re: 
fla Dali Tra 


two Teſftaments, ſays, in which every Wor 


| 
{ 
1 
C 
C 
V 
And in another Place, as the Doddrine of all tb 
7 
8 
O¹ 
P. 


belongs to God, may be ſearched out and diſcuſſed] wit 


and the whole Knowledge of things may be taken yr, 
from them. But if any thing remains undetermil yen 
ned, by theſe Divine Writings, no other Third the 
Scripture may be received for opting Buſſ pros 
then he adds, If the Anſwerer had given ws tb 8 


— In" 


4 App. p. 166. p. 161. Po. p. 156. 
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gen bad founded this Opinion of bis but on a weak 
Ground. Now the Doctor very well knows, the 


: Reaſons, of what Authorities he produced for the 
S In Confirmation of his Propoſition, but only the Rea- 
the lity and Certainty of them. And neither himſelf 


crip+ nor the other Gentleman has any thing at all to 


ition I object, againſt the Words recited being in truth 
ays, ¶ 0rigen's Doctrine: Which was all the Anſiverer 
Fews, | was concerned for. And if the Ground of hi O- 
Vere. | pinion was weak, I hope the Doctor will not look 
the upon this as a certain Sign of the Strength of 
Soo Tradition, that ſometimes it is not well ground- 
er Of fÞ ed. But I perceive a Tradition muſt be ſtronger 
dvan- or weaker, as it ſerves or oppoſes the preſent pur- 
ell tof poſe. The other Gentleman cites Origen, || as 
annoty declaring, that the Church received a Tradition 
nzeny from the Apoſiles, to miniſter Baptiſm alſo to In- 
durſi fants. The ſame Doctrine that the Anſwerer had 
' Rule taught, N. /. R. Pt. I. p. 26, 27, and fo of no Uſe 


them. againſt him. And both of them obſerve that Ori- 
. but] gen taught, that that Truth ig only to be preſer- 


d Dr 


to bis 
4 
that 


cuſſed 


ved, which differs in nothing from Eccleſiaſt ical 
Tradition. But neither of them pretends to ſay, 
that this is meant of an unſcriptural Tradition, 

and not rather of ſuch as is taught in rhe Sacred 

Records, But fo it is with theſe Gentlemen, if 
Tradition be but barely mentioned, it is preſumed 

without farther Enquiry, that it muſt mean an 

taten unſcriptural Tradition, and withal has a right gi- 

termil ven it of inſtituting new uncommanded Duties; 

Third the Points that ought ro be not preſumed but 

7. Buf proved. | 9 ; 

as thi St. Cyprian was cited, * as ſpeaking home to 
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next Words it would have diſcovered that Ori - | 


Anſwerers buſineſs was not to enquire into the 
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the purpoſe, asking, "whence is this Tradition: 
whether deſcending from the Authority of our 
Lord and his Goſpel, or coming from the Precepts 
and Epiſtles of the Apoſtles ? And again, ſaying 


- 


Juſt after, If ir be commanded in the Goſpel, or 


contained in the Epiſtles or Ade of the Apoſtles 


et this Divine and Holy Tradition be obſer- 
ved, &c. Hence it is plain, not only that the 
Dottrines of the Holy Scriptures are called by 
the Name of Traditions, and by ' Conſequence, 
that whenſoever we find Traditions mentioned, it 
is not preſently to be concluded, that theſe are 
all ſuch as are 3 but farther, this Holy 
Father directs by all m 


ture, this being the Holy Tradition that he calls 


to have obſerved. And to this our other Author 
has nothing to object. But the Learned Doctor, 
as he has done ſometimes before, has made a 
Diſcovery of an Artifice in the Anſwerer, for im- 
poſing upon his Reader, by thinking fit to conceal 
from his Engliſh Reader, the occaſion upon which 
St. Cyprian writes tha, namely that it was in a 
Controverſy concerning the Validity f Heretical 


Baptiſms. But by the Learned Dottor's' good 


leave, this is a going off from the Argument 
the Anſwerer was upon, and to which he thought 
it his. Buſineſs to confine himſelf, His Intent was 
to ſhew that St. Cyprian looked upon the Holy 
Scriptures, as the Rule to which both himſelf 
and others were to adhere, as their ſure and pro- 
per Guide. And fo long as the Doctor cannot 
deny this to be his Doctrine, as he does not pre- 
tend to do, though the good Biſh6p happened to 


be miſtaken in his Application of it, and in a 


— 


matter of Diſcipline too, which may be height- 
ened or relaxed, as the Governors of the Church 
at any time think it expedient, he might altoge- 
ther as well, indeed might much' better, bave wo. 
- 6h | AS fr 


eans to adhere to Scrip- 


(221 


cealed all he has diſcourſed upon this Subjekt, 


than to have thus brought it in to no purpoſe. 
Hereto I add, that the ſame Father upon another 


occaſion ſpeaks to the ſame effect; 1 The Pre- 


cepts of: the Goſpel, my dearly beloved Brethren, 
ere nothing elſe but thoſe Divine Diclates, on 
which our Hope is built, our Faith 3s eſtabliſhed, 
our Hearts are nouriſhed and ſupported : They are 
the Guides of our Converſation, and the 2 In- 
ftruments in order to Salvation; which 

Minds of Believers upon Earth, and hereby con- 
duct them ta the Kingdom of Heaven. Where the 
Doctor may try to find out another Concealment, 
if heican n iu: in; e 
Here the Doctor takes leave of the Anſwerer's 
Teſtimonies; and the other Gentleman is pleaſed 


to let Sr. Arhanaſius, Optat us, and Cyril of Feru- 


ſalem, paſs without any Interruption; as he af- 
terwards does St. Ambroſe, St. Cyri! of Alexan- 
dria, and Theodoret. £ 

And ſo we come next to St: Baſil, who is full 
to our purpoſe in ſeveral Places. None of which 
are any way excepted to, but only we are told on 
the other Hand, chat he /ooked upon it as Apo- 


ffolical, to adbere firmly even to unwritten Tradi- 


tions, that both Written and Unwritten Traditi- 
ons are of equal Force; and again, that if we once 
attempt to ſet aſide unwritten Cuſloms, we ſhall 
unawares endanger the Goſpel, or rather bring it 
to'a naked Name. Whereto I (ball only reply, 
that either this Doctrine is well conſiſtent with 
what this and the other Fathers have taught about 
taking Scripture for our only ſure Rule, or it is 
not. If it be, I have no need to concern my ſelf 
about it. If it be not, but ſhews this Father to 
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claſh, both with himſelf, and with others of the 
Ancient Writers, this is the worſt way in the 
World for recommending their Traditions as In- 
fallible; and for this Reafon, becauſe fo far as it 
Holds, it tends only to prove the contrary. = 

The ſame may be faid likewiſe of is al- 
ledged from Epiphanius, St. Auguſtin, and St. 
Chry/oſtom. Ry | 

* Vincentizs Lirinenfis, preſcribes two Rules for 
diſtinguiſhing the Carbolick Faith from Heretica! 
Pravity, Scripture as the chief and principal of 
them, and Tradition as à corroborating Evidence 
in divers Caſes, ſhewing the true Senſe of it. And 
I do not ſee any thing in what this Author Fro 
duces on the other fide, but what is of the fame 
importance, and ſo needs no Aufwe. 
Gregory Myſſen + takes the Scripture for the 
Rule whereby to judge of Tradition, and affirms 
that it is fitter to beget Faith than all artifictal 
Concluſions, and that Truth confifts only in that 
which has the Seal of the Teftimony of Scripture. 
In oppoſition to this fays our Author (from the Tiv: 
Third, not as he tells us the Seventh. Oration a- 
gainſt Eunomius) he declares, It is « ſufficient — 
Demonſtration of the Truth of what we ſay, that of 
we have a Tradition derived from our Anceftors Cit: 
to ws, and tranſmitted to them from the Apoſttes. the 
Yer Gregory does not teach this to vary in any of tl 
thing from Scripture, but only intimates it to be 
confonant and aſſiſtant to it. Which I hope our ſhor 
Author does not pretend to be contrary to any. 
thing the Anſwerer has ſaid, or to do himſelf any 
Fort of Service. | "> $0 | 1th 

Thus having gone over theſe ſeveral Citations 
from the Ancient Writers, in behalf of the Scrip __ _ 


6 


* N. f. R. Pt. L p. 15. f Ibid. 
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LC 3r ] | 
ture as our only Rule of Faith, and having ſhewn 
how far what they teach is from being any way 
invalidated by what either of theſe Learned Gen- 
tlemen have offered to the contrary ; I might alſo 
take notice that the Anſwerer had related the O- 


dinion of divers of the . in this 
behalf to which the Learned Doctor ſays nothing; 


* 
le 
n- 
it 
al- 
but the other Gentleman * throws them afide at 
cor once, as if becauſe they have been erroneous in 
ga | ſome things, it were impoffible for them to he 
of | right in any. Which being an odd Method of 
be dealing with other Writers, it muſt conſequently 
\ng || be ſo with them; and fo of no fignificancy at alt 
ro- | The Anſwerer thought it proper to appeal to f 
me | Two other later Authorities to the ſame purpoſe 
which he conceived would have more regard raid 
the | to them. And both theſe this Gentleman leaves 
ens to fhife for themſelves, without fo much as an 
ria aàttempt to reconcile them to his Scheme. But 
that | the Learned Doctor thought himſelf obliged to 
take ſome notice of them; though I am fully per- 
the waded he might as well have let it alone. 
Words, ſays he, are theſe, When we build our 
er upon what bas no Foundation in the Word 
of God, this i not Faith but Preſumption. The 
Citation our of him is much longer, and all to 
the ſame purpoſe; but foraſmuch as the Subftance 
of the whole may be compriſed in this Sentence, 
I forbear to recite more, being defirous to be as 
ſhorr as T can. To this therefore he replies ; May 
ot 2 thing have 4 Foundation in the Word of God, 
though neither I, nor any Perſon living at the di- 
\ *Bſtance' we do from the Age when the Scriptures 
zune were written, could haue diſcovered it to be ſo, if 


— 
je 


UN, ſ. R. Pt. I. p. 3. * App p. 154. f N. f. R. Pt. I. p. 21. 
” | Po, p. 164. | 
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we had not been led to it by Tradition. This I 
doubt is not the way, to take 9 8 for our 
Rule of Faith, as I have ſhewn. at large the Do- 4 
zh 


a4 


Cor profeſſes to do. And I refer it to his own 

Conſcience, whether he had any ſuch Thought in I tr. 
his Mind, when he firſt wrote theſe Words. De 75 
non apparentibas & non exiftentibus cadem eſt ra. ¶ 5) 
710. 4 is an allowed Maxim, that what is not, bY 
= and what does not appear to be, are to be put in I a} 
the ſame Claſs. And it will be exceeding ſtrange, up 
if ſuch a remote unknown Poſhbility, as the Do- Hi 
| Qtor defires here to have e can ever be a H 
Juft Foundation for any Neceſſary Duty of Chrifti- I th 
anity, or make any thing Eſſential in order to f 
Salvation, that the known Word of God does not if 

make ſo. Nor can ſuch cauſeleſs Reflections P/ 

upon Scripture, as not intelligible, at this diſtance | 

of time from the writing of it, ſerve to any other | vt 
purpoſe, than to unſettle Peoples Minds, and fill I un 

their Heads with Doubts and Perplexities, leſt || jj 

they ſhould never be able to underſtand what the I ü 

plain Words of Scripture mean. Eſpecially if I hat 

they be ſuch as are not at Liberty to ſpend all FI rat 

their time in making a through-ſearch into An- I fox 
tiquity, to learn from thence what they may all 
not be ſuppoſed able to learn from the Word of Gre 
God itſelf. W ee 
After this the Author of the Defence being thi 
reſſed with the Caſe of the Love-Feafts, the eve 

: Hol Kiſs, and the Order of Deaconeſſes, which be- & 

ing Apoſtolical . Uſages, muſt therefore much | T 

more ſtrongly require to be reſtored, than others | feat 

that were never heard, or thought of, till after tür! 

the times of the Apoſtles, returned this for An- that 
ſwer, i That theſe Cuſtoms, the mentioned in] that 
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| dots. riot te wa 515 
emovye, And thoug gh the learned 
Were iea 18 et. in ide 2 manner, that 
He might as 15 ave taken tlie ame Method, 
the biker had dne Niere him: May not a thing, 


fays he as*before; Have a Foldirion in the Work | 


of God, und. be 2 "Command" 4 0 binding Rule for 

rr Bor jog Fb any! Perl ſon livin hg 
3 could a” Dy, it 30" beſo, but" by Tradi tion! 

Tn "the D Bd means by this do not well 


underſtand? For we are not now diſcoutſing of 


thüngs unknown to the World, bur ſuch as were 
cee Well known, ind 10 known'as to 
have a much = prerence in Order to a Reſtau- 
ration, tan thoſe Ugages at preſent contended 
for, which wete not known till ſome time after 
all the Apoſtles had been laid to reſt in theif 
Graves. wand this tlie Doctor does not den). 
Which makes it ſtrange he fhould talk here, of 
things not ont büt⸗ by Tradition, 5 When 
very one Tees hey are related in the Holy 
eriptute "plathly; 200 beyond all Coftradickion. 


This he Wild fever hade done for any other 
teaſon, but pn ' becauſe 1 Was ble 2 re 
turn à Satisf3etory' Anſwer th the Objectiofl. 


that the Anſwerets Contlifich ſtill te 2000. 
that in — — —— Op 2 0 3 [cſs 
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than a | Seriptute: Comm mand and bit 
Practice, can make any t 2 neceſſa lian 
Duiy. fer EAMG: 
This 1 vers ops he hes ZE 
I us, rae Pres, 0 re 
4 2 the 0 Read. Sore] 
the 1 0 proce and. 
: Role of Faith, has been freely a F 
earned: Pester intimates it "to. 
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up 2 =, part hr our D 8 855 
As if Chriſtianity were a gn mende 5 
for the l part of the 1 and none mu 
hope to know, even 110 11 as.what is of neceſſi- 


iy to Salvation, unleſs, ſuch as have, time enough 

o Ipare,, and are A ſpend che chief part 
© their Days, ps wa 5 BAG. of them, 

in finding out, hat "they Pa 1 My it 

the great Buſineſs; of their Lives Wadi. On 
Sul 0b Author is for f. letting up e ition as of 

Obligation with Scripture, and teaches that 

25 matters of. Di; Be: we are 0 2 not to 


the Holy 5 eee oe ver concern- 


ing them, but] 10 che Apoſtolical Churches, of Re. th. 
cords q the Primitive W! ere the Canſeui ef | 
Chrij Fendom. 8 according to bim, hy AASA 
to 4 Scriptare. Dia by 5 i Sacred Wii . 
ters, Inſpired and, D Joly Gh. 5 
ther could not, 80 would 1 th us our Duty, 
in that Code of Chriſtian —— 2 was left 
us on purpoſe, to make — wiſe unto Salvation, 
and perfet the Man of God, and-furnmfh him to 
every good Work. 00 — I hope L. have, fully 
detended the Anſwerer's firſt Plopolition, that 

crip: 
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ol ee, 1s greſerited our 
| Reps, 3; the Rule Mey. EG to 


eds to the Teſtimony 6 "IJ 
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He Tainad, for which he argues 
t If the” criprures were brüten in 4 Lan — 


that "is now Jpoken in no port of the World, "and 
che muſt 175 that are | 5 the Ty adltihnis 


of thoſe 1 1 aps fence, and 1 from the Jew- 
5 5 | 2 Oopenpr at he is pleaſed to 
& of-it NE Sour ine" can now 
20. Mis Irin, % of our' Saviour's 
ds e the bey F thoſe Traditions, or 
.of the Jewiſh Talmnd. As much as to ſay, 
A we mul learn” 5 Senſe 7 Seri > from 


nd 11 
the Talmud 95 contgin 4 Neeber of 
25 Hiſtory "and to-be written with as much In- 
| etion an 4 want of 0 f Fadgment as can be imagi- 
\ For Js he, Ir may nevertheleſs be o LE 4 vfe to 
Cuſtoms and rhe Language of t 
and tbe Idioms of that Language: ” The Knol 
Author of the Defence asks, || Won't the Anſwer- 


2 2221 


er give the Jews leave to "ſettle their Language, 
to Men the Notes of Diſtinclion, and Mark their 
Thenghrs, as they eaſe ? Adding moreover, that 


the Phraſeology of Nations is extremely different, 


4435 the E ern and the Veſtern. And in 


the Appendix we are told, *. Whatever Corrupti- 
ons may hape crept into the Talmudick Collections, 
we habe 10 reaſon to ſuppoſe the Com — mi- 
ſtalen, when they teftify 5 zo be a Jewiſh Paſchal 

Phraſe. And yer * all theſe flouriſhes of * 
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i Idiom, : and d. Phraſeology,. 09 2 
Phraſe, 1 cha lenge theſe Na A 
any good Proof, that the 175 5 8 by Fete 
of the Vine, and of. the 
mon manner. of: xPre! 
this be too di cle that It was . 
the. Rabbinc 1 in Our aviours Days *br ALY | 
vor be done -neicher, that it was men 
as ig any one ſingle Zew, at that t LOG 
none of theſe, ations. can be, mad J ae 
deed if they Gann pl Nag 

-firion, upon, the. Un erftand ndings Qt 
See they ſhould Fong into th 


| Fencing Eyidenc re = FA i \+ 5) 
Caſe th bat 2 Be Seals 8 un; i, f 
ibis Naser 8 table DiſtinQ jog ap 


0 0 
The Talm 28. Fit i2bt Wig 5 a: 
no means a rm th Fore ES mentioned 8 
49 have been g 8 ae APP probed. 4! ah 
amongſt t büt only,'t + bl 58 to de 2 
found fd the, bbins, though, ons afte it, 1 
Huf Saviour: time it mi it ans 155 a 
and how many, or how few th de W ere, t 
it, is not, not can be” L4H As has been obſerve 
by the Anſwerer, 4 5 sen ätter Aſſe 
to be diſproved, .. * fed Wil theſe" worthy Genfitw 
, amen venture their Salvatian, upon ſo. wealſtbe'1 
and ſo uncertain an Authority as this, at belſſſo m 
muſt; be? If they will, yer I. dope they will gr Tl 
pf +4 leave, to take more care of, the nſelveÞying 
This, if it muſt. be called. at eie mor PhrafeÞÞpon 
ology, is of ch 4, peculia 0 fort, "har a Mare 4 
may as well une rtake to bui 4 one of of: the” Fiftüftand 
New Chu rches u Fl it, 45 the "dtelfiry' of. n 
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1 The Anſweret had noted, that f the Fuit of 
Ng the Vine is ſynonymous with the Blood of the Grape, 
Ii and tilllthe Author of the Necelſity of an Alteration 
Ne can diſprove this, we have him  maniteſtly of 
Tir Car ſide, againſt the Mixture, For it is his pofi- 
800 tive Aſſertibn, The Fruit f the Grape is neuer 
Ml called a Mixt Liquor. As Iikewiſe it had been 
ſhewn before, that Dr. Lighiſoot, the Defenders 
great Oracle, and therefore. not to be ſlighted in 
this Diſpute, and whoſe Authority muſt be allow- 
ed to hold, as well when for, as when againſt us, 
expreſsly reaches, /* that if. a Man drinks Wine 
pure. and not min led with Water, {in the Faſſo- 
ver] he has performed bis Duty. The. Natural 
Conſequence of which Doctrine is, that though a 
mixed Cup were uſual in the Solemnity, yet it 
vas not neceſſary; becauſe otherwiſe a: Man 
could not have: performed his Duty without. it. 
4 off And it had been urged: hefe, thaugh out 
0 icarned Authors are pleaſed; to take no Notice of 
Affen, 5 that the Oxford Annotator: upon S. Cyprian 
ue e Jews, whether their Wine Ne e dilated; 
ſerve! and he cites the Author of 2 the 7 ofe WAY for his 
Uptes Aſſertion, telling us moteover, that from hence 
Senlit was Tha. Agninat and Bonaventure taught, that 
weallthe Mixture of Water was not of Neceſſity, or 
t bello much as of the Integrity of the Sacrament. 
1 BY The Anſwerer had cited divers Authors, + teſti- 
Clyeying the little Dependence that was to be had 
phrafehpon the Authority of the To/mad;, moſt of which 
\ Mage ſuffered to paſs without any Exception, and 
- Fiftſtand in their full force againſt it. But 
I of Fyhereas he ſaid of Biſhop Malton, that he charges 
r Jo-80:: +2 20 


N. ſ. R. p. 76. || Neceſſity * - * Exercit. on S. 
Matt. 26. 27. 8 N. . K. P. 75» P. 74. 2 4 * 
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the Talmud twirh! oy foo! 
this were not full enough, the learned Doctor mak 


noching contrary to the Written: Word, 
ate fin themſelves fooliſh, 48 MOST O TH HESE 


of: 2 Explicaiomt f the Pretepre and Ceremi 
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ih Traditions 548 (Hal 


this Reflection, though to what purpoſe Ido — 
rightly underſtand; . Biſbop Walton. /peekung of tbr 
Explications: of the Precepts and Ceremonies of the 


Lu which had bern made by the'Lawyers-and Hh 


learned Men -among tbe Jews at diverſe. Times, 
and tohich are comuined'in the Talmud, a wo 
fach-are not to be altogether rejected, 2 hay ſt 


FT ALMUDICK TRADITIONS - (ARE - 7 hee 
re to themſelves a Divine Authority, 
are — 7 Human E or Eaplies 
tions: Thereby to inſinuate 4. 2 Walton 

thought the Talmud fo filly ade deſerve no rr. 
gard; where be plainly * contra. 
Nom I am not able to conceive hat the Door 
vould propound to himſelf in this Citation; or 
how he LORE ever imagine it to be for his pur. 
poſe. For the Biſhop ſays not a Word here of 
any ching relating to che Goſpel, but ſpeaks only 


met of tbe. Law : Which at preſent we have ** 
— cn do wich. Next, he does not | 
theſe: Expiications, as of ſuch - infallible ; ow, | 
ty, that a Man may pawn his Soul upon chem / 
but gives them as ſlight a Recommendation as canff 
be that they are not to ohe altogether rejected. Which 
may very well be, if they have but any the low 
alt degree of regard had to . this wit 
the following Exceptions too; iht they have x 
thing in then contrary to the writion Word, whid | 
can no way be allowed, in relation to our Savif 


our's — Euchariftick Cup; 1a Wo 


4+ Po. p. e | 
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they be not in themſelves fobliſb, as he acknow- 
ledges moſt of them to be; and laſtly, that they do 
not arrogate to themſelves a Divine Authority, but 
are recerved as Human Conflitutions and Explicati- 
ons; which makes them no way fit ro over rule 
the plain Senſe" of our Saviour's Words. If the 
learned Doctor had ſtudiouſly fer himſelf, to find 
out an Authoriry for diſcountenancing the Words 
of the Talmud, as in no wiſe fit to be oppoſed ro 
any ſaying of our Saviour, he would not eaſily 
have done it more effectually than he has done 
ou here. Whereto might alſo be added the Autho- 
SuErity of another Gteat Man, deſcribing the Talmud 
in ſuch a manner, as is not at all to its Advan- 
Icon tage. Which may ſerve to ſhew what regard is, 
in his Opinion to be had to it. | 

This Book ſays he, the Jews have an extra- 
ordinary regard for, preferring it often even be- 
fore the Holy Scriptures, notwithſtanding it con- 
| airs a multitude of Ridiculous Traditions and 
re Mfabler mixed with the Jewiſh Lato; beſides, there 
are 1ikewiſe Blaſphemies in it of ſeveral finds; 
"Band not to mention thoſe againift our Saviour, 
Prell as that before the Creation of the World, 
mighty God ſtruch out ſeveral Plans, and at- 
rempied to form it upon different Models; and 
WW -2r he ſpent Three Hours a Day, in Reading 

Phe Jewiſh Law; that he commanded à Sacrifice 
for the Expiation of bis Faults, &c. Where- 
pon he concludes, in the following Words, 
hat it is no wonder this Book has been Co- 
emned by Gregory IX, Innocent IV, fulius III, 
nd Paul IV. My. COLLIERS DICTIONARY, 

n the Word Talmudiſts. And now can ſuch 
Work as this be the only proper Standard, 
hereby to judge of and interpret our Savi- 
ur's Words and Inſtitutions? n | 
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ſays the Doctor, The Miſna is of very great 
Ye, to reach the Idiom and Phraſeology of the 
1 


and I am fully perſwaded he will not do it i 


* 


U. 
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ew Teſtament. Will he then undertake to 
affirm that the idle Diſtin ion ſo ſtrenuouſly 
inſiſted upon, is out of the Mi/na? I am ſure 
the learned Author of the Reaſons and Defence, Pr 
3 declares againſt ſuch, a- Pretence, af. 2x 
firming that This Diſftinfion between the Fruit He 
of. the Vine, and the Fruit of the Tree, * is ta- ſta 
ken from the Gemara of the Talmud. What Bu 
then has the Mina to do in this Controver- M 
ſy? Or what relation has it to the DiſtinQioniſ| of 
we. are now upon? I am ſure it gives no oc - be. 
caſion for our learned Doctors tart Reflection an. 
upon the Anſwerer, for making a falſe Repre - Jer 
ſentation, of what the very learned Dean off bat 
Norwich had ſaid about the Talmud, and ſuchſ /e 
as did not become a Writer, + whoſe Buſineſi the 
it was to find out the Truth. The Doctor hay as 
taken occaſion to infinuate ſome other unneceſ bla 
Jary Suggeſtions, againſt the Anſwerers fincerif ed 
ty; and here he does it in a particular man twi 
ner, though perhaps for no other reaſon, but fro! 
becauſe he is not of his fide, in this unhapp 
Conteſt. Which makes it neceſſary for me tc 
put him in mind, how ready the Anſwerer ha: 
ſhewed himſelf to own a Miſtake in this re 
ſpect, if it could be ſhewn that he were it 
one. But this the DoCtor has not yet done 


haft, all the Miſtake there is being only on hii 
own fide. N wy 
The Talmud, ſays the Doctor, ꝓ which the A 


ſwerer quotes Doctor Prideaux as condemning, a 


2 2 2 off 


* Vindication.P. 42. Þ Po, 166. 4 P. a6. - 
| | compari 


eat 2 9 it io the Alchoran, as written 2 
the with the ſame Impoſture, is a Book written in the 
to Style and Language of Babylonia, and not compiled 
fly till about the Five hundredth Tear of our Lord, 
ure and is not the Book, as is evident from Doflor 
zce, Prideaux, which Door Lightfoot made uſe of to 
af. explain ſeveral Places of the New Teftament. 
uit How the Anſwerer came to fall into ſuch a Mi- 
ta- ſtake I cannot imagine, nor will I pretend to gueſs. 
hat But pray, good Sir, wherein lies this dreadfyl 
ver Miſtake? You tell us Door Prideaux ſpeaking 
tion of the Jeruſalem Talmud /ays, this and the Miſna, 
oc - being the ancienteſt Books they | the Jews] have, 
tion and both written in the Language and Style of the 
pre- Jews of Judea, our Countryman Doclor Lightfoot 
1 off hath made very good uſe of them, in explaining 
ſuch ſeveral Places of the New. Teſtament. And has 
ne ſi the Anſwerer ſaid any thing againſt this? If not, 
had as moſt certainly he has not, what is he to be 
blamed for? All I can gueſs at is, that our learn- 
ed Doctor ſuppoſes his Beloved Diſtinction be- 
twixt the Vine and the Tree, to be taken either 
from the Miſna, or the Jeruſalem Talmud, and 
that he taxes the Anſwerer with not paying a due 
regard to theſe, ſince he takes upon him to que- 
ſtion the Truth of that Diſtinction. If this be 
not what he means, I cannot imagine what ſhould 
be the ground of his Complaint. And if it be, 
he will find himfelf never the better for complain- 
ing. For after all his Diſpleaſure at the Anſwer- 
iff er, I am very much miſtaken, if Bab. Berachoth, 
from whence this wonderful Diſtinction is faid 
to be cited, be not a part of that very ſame Ba. 
byloniſh Talmud, which he himſelf * readily ad- 
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-mits to contain a number of unprofitable and ſalſe 
Hiflorys, and to be written with as much Indiſcre- 
tion and want of Fudgment, as can be imagined. 
And therefore if the Anſwerer took. it to be ſo, 
what is the fault of this? And why might not a 
Man who made it his Buſineſs to find out Truth, 
ſpeak: what he thought without offending the 
| Doftor. Bur then 1 add farther; what if theſe 
Words, produced from Doctor Lightfoot, are not 
really to be found in any part of the Talmud, 
but were unhappily a Miſtake of that Great Man? 
What if the Mzſua teaches quite the contrary ? 
And again, what if neither Mina nor Gemara, 
neither Feruſalem nor Babyloniſß Talmud, be con- 
.cerned in this Controverſy? What then becomes 
of all the Noiſe we have had about the Few: 
Idiom and Phraſeclogy, and the indiſputable Ne- 


ceſſity of interpreting our Saviours Words by“ 
theſe, rather than by their own moſt natural and} 


genuine Conſtruction? Or what diſcovery will 
the learned Doctor be able to make, in behalf o 


Lag A 
* * 
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. the Obligation and Eſſentiality of the Mixture, 
for which he is ſo warm an Advocate? 
Firſt I fay, What if this Reference of Dr. 
Lightfoor's was unhappily a miſtake of his? As 
great a Man as he was, he was not ſecure never 
to commit an Error. And the ſingularly learned 
Dr. WWortor has been ſo kind as to inſtruct me, 
that Surenhuſis quotes the Gemara for the con- 
trary Explication ; and this, ſays he, I appre- 
hend he did, to obviate Dr. Lighiſoot's Miſtake, 
whom he would not name, our of Tenderneſs to]. 
To able a Min; as he profeſſes, neither would] >? 
He himſelf have done it, if he could have help- 
ed It. | 4 
Next, What if the Miſna teaches quite the 
contrary ? The Miſna | preſume our learned = | 
_ 8 or 


R ** — 4 


* | 
fe gor will grant, to be intelligible of itſelf with- 
re- out the help-of the Babyloniſßʒ Talmud, how ne- 
ed. ceſſary ſoever he may ſuppoſe it, in order to our 
ſo, underſtanding the true Senſe of our Saviour's 
ta Words. And yet here the excellently learned 
th, Doctor but now: named has taught me, that 
the Whether among the Zews the Fruit of the 
ele © Vine neceſſarily -fignified à mixed Cup, is 2 
not © Queſtion that in his opinion would never have 
ud, been ſtarted, if the Mina had been conſulted 
an? © as it ought to have been. For Berachoth VI. 
ry?“ 1. we have this Canon, *. What Bleſſings are 
are, © uſed for Fruits? For the Fruits of the Trees, 


on- he that bhleſſes, ſays, Thou that createdſt the 


mes] Fruit of the Tree. Except for Wine. For 
67% Wine he ſays, Thou that createdſi the Fruit of 
Neff © the Vine. For the Fruits of the Earth he ſays, 
 byl. © Thou that createdſt the Fruit of the Earth. 
and Except for Bread. - For Bread he ſays,” Thou 


will ©. that producedſt Bread out ef the Earth. For 


F off Herbs he ſays, Thou that createdſt the Fruit of 
ture the Earth. R. Fuda lays, Thow that createdſt 
«| © the Species f Plants. Here the Words Bleſſed 
Dr. art thou O Lord, muſt be ſuppoſed to be prefixed 
As“ to every one of theſe Forms. To this T 
ever © would join another Canon, HBerachotb VII. 5. 
rned © + Men do not b/eſs (or give Thanks, which 
col TD? e T — ͤ—— 
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Both theſe Canons. may be ſeen in Latin in the Ordinis 
Imi, Zeraim tit 7. Printed at Oxford 1690. p. 9. and 13. 
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* ask, whether the Diſtinction between the Fruit © 


I taries upon the place tell us, that the Deci- 


was mixed, becauſe it was not fit to be drunk 
'* before. . Which ſhews that that Mixture was 


A different+Bleſiing from that of Oil, or any 
e other Fruits of the Trees, for the ſame Rea. 


the Wine, ſhews that he conformed to that Pra 


6 N C 3 
<< in this whole Affair are equivalent Terms) = © 
for the Wine till Water is poured into it, 
% ſays R. Eliezer; but the Wiſe Men fay, they ill © 
& do bleſs the Wine, before it is mixed with]! 
* Water.] Theſe two Canons compared will!“ 
* alſo reſolve your 5th Query, in which you 


a aww Aa. Di anon 


of the Vine, and the Fruit of the Tree, was || © 
ever generally received among the Yee, and 
whether it appears to have been at all known 
in our Saviour's Days. Now it is plain 
« from this latter Mina, that R. Elieg er would 
< have the Cup bleſſed after it was mixed, but 
* the Wiſe Men bleſſed it before. And both 
Maimonides and Bartenorà in theit Commen- 


ce 


a 
ca 


A 
pay 


cc 


© fion was according to the Wiſe Men. Hef © 
* adds that Maimanider (in loc.) fays, R. Elie. 
ger would not have the Wine bleſſed, till it 


< only for prudential Reaſons, which held in 
* ordinary Meals, for of thoſe R. Juda ſpeaks 
** here, as well as in ſolemn Feaſts. And the 
< former Canon ſhews Wine vous bleſſed with 


* ſon that Bread was bleſſed in a different man- 
* ner from Herbs, only to ſhew that the Vine by 
te reaſon of its Fruit, which (as Forham ſays in hi 
* Parable) cheareth God and Man, Judg. ix. 13. 
* deſerved a peculiar Bleſſing, to. diſtinguiſh it 
from the Prodiice of all other Trees. And fc 
<« our Saviour uſing that Form, ven he bleſſed 


Nice. But by the Mina it ſhould ſeem, . thatf 


ir was not nixed, when ke bleſſed it.  Itmight] on 
FE eee ö x N [4 ha 


wed 


UG 

ns) “ be mixt, and it might not, for any thing we 

it, know, and it makes not much we ſee in this 
hey © Controverſy. -It is manifeſt: alſo the Fruit of 
ith || the Trees never ſignified Wine, in the Miſnick 
vill fl © Times. For the Reaſon of the two Bleſſings is 
you to ſhew the Excellency f Wine, which is cal- 
ruith led u C the Fruit of the Vine, to diſtinguiſh 
vas! it from Oil, or any other Fruit of Trees. So 
and © Bartenora, Excepto Vino, quia pre præſt antia 
en! ej ipſi ordinarunt orationem ſingularem, in 
lain Berachoth VI. x. And fo Surenbuſius, Super ui- 
alas © no non dicunt, qui creat fructum Arbors, ſed 
but © ſingular Benedittione illud inſigniunt, qui creat 
zothill © jraium Vitis, quamvis fit Fruclus Arborts, et 
zen- © hoc propter præſtantiam ejus. (Ibid.) A Few 
xeci-lf| © would wonder at your Queſtion, whether 

Hell among the P rus the Fruit of the Vine ne- 
lie. ceſſarily ſignifys a mixt Cup.” Thus clear- 
11 it ly, and with great ſtrength of Reaſon does this 
unk admirably learned Doctor expreſs himſelf upon 
was b this occafion. And the famous Arabic Profeſ- 
1 inf] for at Cambridge, Mr. Ochtley, affirms it for a cer- 
eaks}] tain Truth, that the Fruit of the Vine in Hebrew 
the /ignifys the ſame thing that the Juice. of the 
with Grape doth in Engh/h. | F | 
am Laſtly. What if neither Mi/ne nor Gemara, 
Red.] neither Feruſalem nor Babyloniſh Talmud, be con- 
man cerned in this Controverſy ? What then becomes 
e by of all the Noiſe we have had about the Zew/h 
n hig Idiom and Phraſcology, and giving them leave 20 
. 13 ſettle their Language, to aſhgn the Notes of Di- 
ſh if ftindion, and to mark their Thoughts as they 
id ſa Pleaſe; and of the Neceſſity all are under of in- 
eſſed terpreting our Saviours plain Expreſſions accor- 
Pra ding tettheir Direction; rather than according to 
.thath their own moſt natural and genuine Conſtructi- 
nigh} on? Let ſo it is. The Goſpels, from —_— a- 
90 | One 


| [140 J | 5 
jone with S. Paul, we receive out Actount of 
the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt, are all rranſmit- 
ted to us in Greeꝶ; and fo unleſs it can 
be ſhewn that m ua Ts au the very 
Words in the New Teſtament, do in Propriety 
of Speech denote a mixt Cup, which was never 
yet pretended, we are very ſure our Saviour 
gives us not the leaſt hint of any ſuch Mixture, 
much leſs of any Neceſſity, and leaſt of all of any 
Eſſentiality of it. Our learned Doctor indeed 
urges from Dr. Hammond t that theſe Words g- 
niſy the Cup in the Paſſover peculiarly. But then 
he is not pleaſed to tell us, as he-ought to. have 
done, that this is not the Natural. Significarion 
of them; nor that Dr. Hammond offered this 


as only what he thought a very probable Con- 


jecture; nor again, that ſuppoſing that Cup to 
be mixt at the time when the bleſſing was pro- 
nounced, which can never be proved, yet our 
Saviour does not appear to have Inſtituted any 
more of it in his Euchariſt, than what he par- 
ticularly mentions, I mean the Fruit of the 
Vine; which S. Chryſoſtom rightly aſſures us, as 
** has been noted before, and which every one 
knows, was not Water but Wine. 
So that upon the whole, this wild extrava- 
gant Diſtinction ſo triumphantly inſiſted upon 
from time to time, and on which ſuch fingu- 
lar weight is laid, I hope appears at laſt, to 
be ſo exceedingly groundleſs and precarious, 
that nothing could be more ſo. Oh but 
the other Gentleman pleads, + We bave as 
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Title reaſon ta imagine them [the Compilets of 


the Talmud] erroneous, in declaring that Expreſ- 
fion to. ſignify a Mixtare, when the Divine Wri- 
tings teſtiſy that it was. ſpoken of the Euchariſti- 


cal Cup, and the whale ancient Church declare that 
Cup to have been mixed. A ſtout Aſſertion! only 


it = to be proved. He ſays a little after, 
+ The Compilers of the Talmud did not them- 
ſelves. believe that the Vine produced Water, 
but Wine. What is i then that we have been 
ſo long diſputing? If they did not believe the 
Vine produced any 7 elſe but Wine, what 
was it more that the Tree produced? In good 
Truth nothing more. And fo this Gentleman has 
given up that ſenſleſs DiſtinQion, about which ſo 


eat a Noiſe is made; and without which our 


daviour's Joſtiturion is not to be underſtood 4 and 
it is high time he ſhould, unleſs ſomething more 
could have been ſaid for it than has yet been. 
The Anſwerer proceeded * to conſider what is 
pleaded from Scripture for the Authotiry of Tra- 
dition, and what is chiefly replied hereto has been 
already 4 confidered. And becauſe the Doctor 
affirms, * it it not diſputed but that they, the Apo- 
files, taught . ſame Things which they did not com- 
mit te Writing, he has been requeſted, and ac- 
cord ingly I here beg of him again, that he will 
ſhew any one thing the Apoſtles defigned to be of 
perpetual and univerſal Obligation, and did not 
put it in Writing in ſome Part or other of the 
New Teſtament. Again, the Anſwerer had plead- 
ed, 1 that when our Saviour makes not the leaſt 
mention of any thing more in his Euchariſtical 
Cup than the Fruit of the Vine, and yer Human 
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Tradition is appealed io for making a Mixture 0 
Mater, of which our Saviour ſays not a Tittle a 15 
tho it were as neceſſarily incumbent upon all Chri. 
ftians as the Wine it ſelf, of which there is ex 
preſs mention; here is a naniſeſt Oppoſition be 
tween Scripture and Tradition, 575 it can b 
allowed that Water and no Water, or a'Mixtur 
and no Mixture, are one and the ſame thing. Te 
this our learned Doctor excepts, * profeſling bh 
can ſee no ſuch Oppoſition, unleſs our Saviour bad 
90 ed ſuch Words as muſt neceſſarily exclude Water 
o that according to the learned Doctor's way off 

arguing, our Saviour's inſtituting Bread, only it 

this Sacrament, will not exclude the Uſe of But 
ter too, unleſs he had expreſly forbidden it. Be 
ſides the Doctor ſhould have conſidered, that we 
are not now enquiring whether a Mixture of Wa 
ter be forbidden, ſo as that it may in no Caſe b 
uſed without Sin, but whether it be enjoined, 1 
that it cannot be any way forborn without Sin 
which makes a vaſt difference in the Caſe, and 
puts it upon N Wet. Di 
And if the Doctor and his Friends be of Opinif,”** 
on, that our Saviour's inſtituting in unmix'd Wine 
neceflarily cauſes, that whoſoever conſecrates Min: 
mixed with Water does not miniſter the Sacrame 
our Lord appointed, let them look to it; it i. ©. 
enough for us to keep to Wine alone, till it can b A 
better proved than it has been yet, or is ever lik. 
to be, that our LORD appointed Water tool, 
The Words Fruit of the Vine; as the Doctor argues 1 
do not exclude Mater or Mixture. Nor am I af LAT, 
all concerned whether they do or not, fince it Nr 

plain to any impartial Confiderer, that the ment 

on of nothing elſe but Wine excludes the Neceſf 
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have forgot it. The Doctor it ſeems can find 


» ll ty of Water or Mixture, which it was the Do- i" 
J <tor's Buſineſs to diſprove, but that he ſeems to "*m 
(| 


Dr 


out no Medium between enjoining and excluding, 


—— — — ——õ —— 
— 4 2 


for which reaſon I muſt pray him to teach me, f 
, under whether of theſe two Heads ſaying no- 4 
A 5 10 3 . 2 * - 7; f * 
. thing at all is contained. If ſaying nothing of 1 
„ an Action makes it neceſſary, it muſt be every 9 
: one's Duty to go upon all four, for I am very I 
1c re there is nothing ſaid of this in Scripture, F 

„And on the other hand, if bare Silence may ** 


. Kequally make an Action ſinful, who knows but 
that he fins every time he dines at Noon, and 
does not take ſome other Part of the Day for 
t? For the Scripture ſays as little of this. The 


Dilemma, fince he neither is for uſing Water in 
he Euchariſt, nor does he trouble himſelf about 
Frhat others do, provided they will keep it to 
Shemſelves, and neither ſeek to impoſe it upon 


t an Short of the Matter is, the Doctor did not call 9 
e b mind, that a thing might be left indifferent, 1 
1 , well as either commanded or forbidden. | 
85 here there is no Law there is no Tranſgreſfi- | 
 * Sn, Rom. 4. 15. Whence it follows, that the [ 
> Binſiverer is not at all concerned in the Doctors | 
© 
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77 ieir Friends and Brethren, nor break off Com- 


nunion with them for not uſing it. The Doctor 
dds, Tho there is a manifeſt Oppoſition in Wa- 
r and no Water, Mixture and no Mixture, yet 
Pere is no Oppoſition between Water and Water, 
81 Mixture and Mixture. What he means by 
n is, I profeſs my ſelf not able to apprehend; 
eit nd unleſs I could, I hope he will not blame me 
off or ſaying nothing to it. Wherefore to proceed; 
eceinf always thought to make the Matter of an In- 
itution neceſſary, it was neceſſarily to be taught 
1 the Inſtitution, either in expreſs Terms, or by 


lain and apparent, * But the Doctor 


an be 
T lik 
wt oO 


— 


has found out a new Way, and I ſhall never en- 
vy him the Diſcovery ,. of making it neceſſary 
barely by not excluding it; that is, by ſaying no- 
thing of it. And if this be the way of getting 
over the main Point, the only Objection of any 
Force againſt him, it is very eafily got over. 
But then I hope the Reader will be ſenſible it is] 75 
ot over only by changing the. State of the Que- uy 
Bon, and ſo by evading, inſtead of anſwering it. ca 
He adds, * It is certain that what our Saviour A. 
blefſed was the Paſchal Cup: But that this is by no 
no means proved to be fo certain, has been for-] ha 
merly ſhewn in the No Reaſon, p. 22. and thitherfj * 
therefore I refer him. Yer the Doctor goes onfl ba 
to affirm, + that the Writings of the New Teſta] Le. 
ment teach us, that the Cup our Saviour 'blefſed Sa 
was the Paſchal Cup; but in what Part of thq in 
New Teſtament this Doctrine is to be found; hq on 
has not thought fit to acquaint us; and 'I'know ho 
not where poſſibly to find it without his Directi he 


on. A little after I muſt beg Leave ro complain} ha 
of our worthy Friend% not uſing the Anſwere be 
fairly. He cites the Anſwerer acknowledging 20: 
Tradition to be of Uſe for confirming what i of 
delivered in Scripture, tho not ſo fully and clean cle 


ly as fome other Doctrines are, and yet makes th} no 
Sum of what had been ſaid to amount only ii m 
this, * that Tradition is of Uſe to clear the Nei ing 
Teſtament where it is obſcure, but no Traditioj De 


it to be admitted if the thing it delivers is n wa 
clear in the New Teſtament. Here the Dodd ha 
had a mind to put a Fool's Cap upon the A orb 
iwerer's Head, or elſe he would never ha it. 


charged him with ſuch apparent Inconfiſten 
without ſome Occaſion given for it. The A! 


1 
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r 
ſwerer had wy 1 5 — For ex- . 
ining or rming Things at clearly taught 
— and yet the Doctor, for 22 
ſon I know not, would fain repreſent him as 
teaching, in Contradiction to himſelf, that Tra- 
dition 1s. not to be admitted if the thing it delivers 
ic not CLEAR in the New Teſtament. And here- 
upon he profeſſes by way of Triumph, that he 
cannot . reconcile thefe Propoſitions, perhaps the 
Anſwerer may. Yer had he but dealt fairly, and 
not foiſted in that Word clear, they would not 
J have needed a Reconciler. The Anſwerer ſays, 
* The Writers Ml the New Teſtament could not 
have been expected to paſs over this Uſage in Si- 
lence, bad it been then known to be a Part of our 
Saviour's Inſtitution. And the Doctor does not 
in the leaſt ſet himſelf to diſprove this Aſſerti- 
on, it being ſo ſelFevident, that he could not 
hope to do it with any Succeſs. But whereas 
here is mention of the Apoſtles not being like to 
have paſſed over this Uſage in Silence, had it 
been then known, he changes the Expreſſion of 
not paſſing it over in Silence, which might admit 
of any the leaſt Intimation concerning it, into a 
clear Delivery of it; whereas the Anſwerer had 
not uſed any ſuch Expreſſion. And ſo every one 
muſt; fee that the Inconfiſtency in the two forego- 
ing Propoſitions is owing purely to the learned 
DoCgtor's own Invention, and the Antiverer is no 
way chargeable with it. Beſides the Anſwerer 
had argued, that neither the Apoſtles, nor any 
A orber for that Age, does ſo much as once mention 
ha it. And can it be imagined that God in his all 
dene wile: Providence would have ſuffered this, if the 
e A Mixture had been an FEſſential of Chriſtianity, 


— | 
N. ſ. R. Et. I. p. 37. 1 


and 


„ 
and by conſequence had needed ſo early a Tradi- 
tion for its Support? Who can think that God 
would not in this Caſe have cauſed ſome to take 
care that ſo neceſſary an Uſage ſhould not have 
been left without ſome Monument of that Age to 
teſtify for it, or that he would have ſuffered it 
utterly to periſh, if there had been any? That 
there is no manner of Evidence for it in that: 
Age, either Divine or Eccleſiaſtical, is enough to 


ſatisfy any reaſonable Man that our bleſſed Lord 


either uſed no Mixture, or if we ſuppoſe what 
cannot be proved, that he did, yet he had no ſuch 
— of its Neceſſity as our preſent Reſtorers 

VE. r E ST REST] 
Nevertheleſs the Doctor is highly diſpleaſed 
with the Anfwerer for not allowing Fuſtin Mar- 
tyrs Teſtimony to be early enough to ſerve as 
Evidence for the firſt Age, and takes ſome Pains 
to ſhew when he lived, thro” what Places he tra- 
velled, and what great Men he had converſed 
with, whereby he might be; ſuppoſed to have 
known the Practice of the Apoſtolical Age. Let 
all this while he does not confider that Fuſtin 


gives only an Account of the Uſage of his own 


Time, which is no Proof that the Mixture, 
which he does not ſay was held eſſentially neceſ- 
ſary even in his Days, was yet reckoned to be ſo 
in the Age before. And: where the Fault of this 
lies, is not eaſy to diſcover. Farther he takes 


notice of Zuſtin's dd. Y nedual G, + and ſays, 


he believes the Anſwerer is the -firft that diſco- 


vered this Difficulty. If fo, I wiſh he would be 


the fir{t; that would give a good Salution to it. 


The Author of the Defence is ſo far from having 


removed it, that he conſitms it by a poſitive Afer> 


— — 0 
T Po, p. 176. | 


tion, 


tion, ** that ved never ſignifies line unmix'd. 
3. And in the Appendix we find nothing towards 
- | clearing the true Senſe of it. Only in the former 


© | Part of that Author's Book + he argues, that 
b a23pe might mean no more than the common 


it Draught Wine of the Country tohere Juſtin lived, 
a which was uſually brought to the Table" already 
mix d; as if he could poſſibly imagine the Wine 
to be ſo propre before-hand to give occaſion, 
"4 for a' ſecond Mixture, which he cannot poffibly 
a | pretend to be of our Saviour's © Appointment. 


© Tho? withal he profeſſes it probable that Fuſtir 
l puts the whole for a part, which, if T underſtand 
1 him aright, muſt mean, that he calls the Wine 


-1 alone a leu, in direct Oppoſition to the Author 
of the Defence, who affirms, as I have but now 


2 obſerved, that *eaua- never ſignifies Wine alone. 
2 } Thus are all theſe Gentlemen puzzled about this 
* Phraſe, none of them being able to give an Ac- 


ed || count of it, that is any way ſuitable to their 
C0 Res; 
Ve | The learned Doctor proceeds * to the Reply 
-* Þ} made to 2 Theſſ. 2. 15. Therefore, Brethren , 
ſtand faſt, and hold the Traditions you have been 
taught, whether by Word or by our Epiſtle. Of 
what Service, Tays the Anſwerer, can this be now 
10 any Traditions, or any ſort of Dodtrine, that 
does not appear to haue been taught by the Apoſtles 
either of theſe ways? This I find was a Queſtion 
that preſſed a little too hard for the Doctor to 
get rid of it, and thetefore inſtead of anſwering 
it, he owns the Truth enquired after, only he 


pretend to tell what could poſſibly have been 
more ſo. I agrce, ſays he, it is of no Uſe in 


HS, *s + 


Defence, p. 4. 1 Neceſlity, &c, p. 16. * Po. p. 177. 
„ | ſuch 


pleads it is not to our Purpoſe, tho' he does not 


Fd 


— 


: #7 Fs 
much Caſes. - But I do not ſee what thir ic 20 the 


Purpoſe. | 5 13. 4 2 
Another Text cited by the Author of the De. 
Fence is, 2 Tim. 1. 13. Hold faſt the Form off noi 
ſound Words, which thou haſt heard of me. To 
This the Anſwerer had replied, t that he zever 
expected to have had theſe Words preſſed in favourſſcer: 
of ſuch Praflices, of which we find no Footſteps in 
the Apoſtolick Age, nor one Word is to be met 
with concerning them in tbe Writings of this or ſpbſo 
any other of the Apoſtles.. How a Form of ſound 
Words taaght by St. Paul can denote ſuch Pradi. 
ces as have nothing to be pleaded for them, but 
the Authority of ſuch as lived after the Apoſtles 
Death, is a Diſcovery I am not yet acquaintedure, 
with. And the Doctor does not offer at any An- 
ſwer to this plain Argument, but puts it off in 
the ſame manner with the former. The ſame 
Anſwer, ſays he, may ſerve for what he ſays to 
the next Text. And ſo it may, to all Intents and 
Purpoſes as little to the Reader's Satisfaction. 
The Author of the Defence had ſaid, + Theſe 
' 7wo Conveyances are not oppoſite and deſtructiuve 
of each other, but only different Ways of publiſhing 
the Will of. God, and only two Streams flowingh 
From the ſame Fountain. To, which, ſays the 
Doctor, + he the Anſwerer] replies: But i 
they happen to teach contrary DoQrines, as in 
the Caſe of the Mixture. But this, ſays be, 
Have anſwered. already, and I truſt fully proved 
that they teach no contrary Doctrine in this Point, 
And I truſt I have fully ſhewn that his Anſjwerſ 
does by no means deſerve the Name of Proof. 
He . ſays the Doctor, What if Scripture ſa) 
nothing of Prayer for the Dead, can an after Tra 
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[49] 


be dition make that 4 neceſſary Duty for all Chriſti- 


ans? Let the Doctor does not pretend to ſay it 
e · can, but only pleads that Scripture has not pro- 
f nounced it unlawful; which is no Anſwer at all 
to the Enquiry. But ſays he again, If the Scrip- 
ture ſays nothing of Prayer for the Dead, it is 
certain it bat not made it unlawful, But here 
he Doctor forgets that our Diſpute is not con- 
zrning the Lawfulneſs, but the Neceſſity, the 
abſolute indiſpenſable Neceiſity of this Uſa 863. 

and till he proves this, he in effect ſays nothing. 
. But once more ſays he, I ſuppoſe to make that un- 
awful which the Scriptures have not made ſo, is 
he ſame as to make that neceſſary which the Scrip- 
ures kave not made neceſſary. So that, according 
Jo the Doctor, a Man may of his own accord in- 
in roduce any ſort of Uſage; indy God's Worſhip, 
rovided the Scripture ſays nothing of it. Bur 
o his Argument about making theſ: Prayers un- 


In theſe Prayers as not apparently unlawful; nor 
He ſeſlet apparently neceſſary? Wyuld this either diſ- 
Fiveꝑree with the Scriptures, or authorize any to 
ſhingeak the Unity of the Church for them? But, 
wings the Doctor, * it ſtands upon the ſame foot, 
the to the Lawfulneſs of it, with Infant Baptiſm. 
at ifÞbere I muſt again put the Doctor in mind, that 
as inlur Diſpute is not about the Lawfulneſs, but on- 
be, I the Neceſſity of theſe Prayers. However, to 
Fove the Lawfulneſs of them, he argues, that 
ey are commanded in Scripture. And if this 
uld once' be made good, it 'would prove not 


proof Hy the Lawfulneſs, but the Neceſſity of them 
$o. Wherefore to make this out, he tells us the 


ripture poſitively requires to make Supplication 


— 


for 


nn I * — ———— — 


awful. What if a Man ſhould. ſay he looks up- 


[50] | 
for all Saints. The Words ALL Saints being at 
- univerſal as the Words 4 ALL Nations, th, 
Command as neceſſarily obliges us to pray for ALI 
Sainte, whether they be in this World, or whetherp0i 
they be departed, as the other does to baptize alla! 
Perſons . all Ages: For ]I ſuppoſe, ſays he, nei tho 
ther the Anſwerer, nar any of bis Friends, wil 4 
deny the Faithful departed to be Saints. Thu. 
the learned Author of the Defence had ſaid : H- 
meaning Lertulliun, might believe that St. Paul conf 
prebended the Dead, where be exborts the Epheff 
fians o make e for all Saints, Defence 
p. 63. Yer here I ſhould: be rs or 7 the 
worthy Gentlemen, if they would do the KindnefF" 
to acquaint us, what. ancient, or even modern 
Commentators of Note, they have to produce 
behalf of their Interpretation of the Apoſtle 
Words. And if they have not a conſiderable Core 
_talogue of ſuch Interpreters, eſpecially if thæfarth 
have none at all, and I muſt own my Ignorangqp?% 
if they have, this muſt be a new ſort of Traditfitle 
on to found their Uſage upon, and ſuch as I agedue 
well aſſured is far enough from juſtifying chefer tt 
Preſent Proceedings. And ſo may they be tofrect 
And not only ſo, but it is a conſtant Traditiqte C. 
againſt them, and conſequently, according to the iſe, 
own way of arguing, they are eternally cut dead 
from all Pretence of Plea from theſe Words. BHight 
before this time he knows the Anſwerer does df"; 2 
ny the Faithful departed 20 be Saints, in the Seni er 
of the Word as uſed in the New Teſtament. Era. 
ſays he, * Tho. the Word Avi, Saints, be fefreſl 
quently uſed in the New Teſtament, to denote t ould 
Members of the Chriſtian Church here, I dare te Se. 


dered, 


St. Y 


- 


Wn IT St. Matth. xxviii. 19, 45 2 N. JI. R. Pt. II. P. 3. 


222 


C582] 
poſetroe be will not find it ſo applied to thoſe that 
are departed from us. And I am firmly of Opi- 
nion he will not be diſproved. I perceive indeed 
hat an Exception is made to this Doctrine from 
Whoſe Words of the Evangeliſt, + Many Bodies of 
be Saints which had been afjeep aroſe. And the 
odor hints no leſs, p. 197 of this Poſtſcript. 
zut I am however to aſſure the Reader theſe 
Words had been ſeriouſly conſidered before-hand, 
nd fully concluded not to interfere with the 
Soregoing Obſervation, For it is to be noted, 
hat the Participle there is of the Perfect, not of 
he Preſent Tenſe, not xuoulſor, but rerounuWer, + 
odenbot of the Saints aſleep, but that had been aſleep, 
ice ho now alive again, and called 4: (a Name 
FtleCommonly given to the Chriſtians) becauſe once 
e Core Members of the Chriſtian Church upon 
" thearth. So that they not being aſleep when called 
rand %, it can never follow from hence, that this 
-2ditÞ ifle belongs to any that are now aſleep, and con- 
I a quently can never warrant the Uſe of Prayers 
theler the Dead, from thoſe Words of the Apoſtle, 
> tollirecting to pray for ALL SAIVIS. And as to 
ditiche Caſe of Oneſiphorus, it has been ſhewn like- 
) thepile, that there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe him 
ut 0 ead when St. Pau! prayed for him, that he 
- BHight find Mercy in the Great Day of Retributi- 
es din; and yet if he had been dead, this ſort of 
 Senfſſayer for him againſt that Time, would be no 
t. TNarrant for praying for Reſt and Peace and 
„ FMefreſhment to others in the mean while, but 
oe mould rather teach the contrary. The Caſe of 
are e Fews praying for their Soldiers has been con- 
Kered, * and fo I ſhall ſay nothing of it here. 


807 # St, Matth. xxvii. 32. N. ſ. K. Pt. I. p. 67, 68. 
wm NE _— 
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The next Objection, ſays the Doctor, & the An. 
＋ werer endeauours to take off is, that we ourſelves 
are forced to fly to Tradition in ſome Caſes, parti. 
cularly in the Caſes of Infant Baptiſm and the 
Lord's Day. But ſays he, I have fo fully confi. 
dered what he ſays upon the Caſe of Infant Bap- 
tiſm; (as the Anſwerer alſo has, whatever he has 
ſaid upon that Subject) and have ſo fully in the 
foregoing Iiſcaurſe obviated all he has ſaid on the 
Lord's Day, (indeed he is ſo far from having done 
it by any thing he has ſaid p. 2oth, Cc. of his 
Diſcourſe, or any where elſe that I know of, that 
I may well joyn with him in ſaying,) that I find 
ao occaſion to add any thing here. of Ot 
The learned DoCtor proceeds to treat of the 
Holy Scriptures. And whereas the Anſwerer had Ot 
_ © Obſerved 4 that the learned Author of the De- 
fence poſitively affirms that there is nothing in 
Scripture to prove Scripture. This ſays the An- 
ſwerer 7s a flat contradition to one of his own Fa- Se 
thers Clemens Alexandrinus, profeſfing the Scrip pu 
tures are a demonſtrative proof of ' themſelves hit 
The DoQor ſays nothing to this, though it can ev: 
not be denied, that if C/emenss Authority be good - : 
when on his fide, it muſt be ſo too when againſt ler 
him. But the Doctor goes on to conſider what] ber 
the Anſwerer had faid farther as to this Argu 70a 
ment. And he is ſo kind as to profeſs, tha De 
Þ+ here is a great deal excellently well ſaid, which ſeti 
he readily aſſented to, and yet that all here ſaid] whi 
on this Occaſion, is not ſufficient to fettle the Caf tott 
non of Scripture, to aſſure us what Books belong on 
10 that Sacred Code, and what do not, or hoto wi tha! 
ſhall certainly diſtinguiſh Scripture from Apocry bec: 
phi, Nor did the Anſwerer ever pretend it was Vey« 
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[53] 


It is enough for his purpoſe, that it is ſufficient 


to anſwer the learned Author of the Defence, 
to ſhew there is 4 great deal in Scripture to 


prove Scripture, 3 not enough to prove it 


all, or diſtinguiſh the Canonical Books from thoſe 
that are Apocryphal, For this we muſt depend 
upon thoſe who made the Diſtinction, and ſet- 


tled the Canon, and upon others that have tranſ- 


mitted it down to us, as being the compleateſt 
and beſt Evidence the nature of the thing is ca- 
pable of; than which no reaſonable Man would 
in any Ga 

would inferr from hence, that becauſe Tradition 
is to be relied upon, where it is the beſt Evi- 
dence that can be had, therefore it is to be made 


our Rule in all Caſes, and we muſt not ſo much 


as pretend, to interpret a plain eaſy Text of 


Scripture, without recourſe had to Tradition for 


it's right, and ſometimes even for it's wron 
Senſe, as it often happens in this preſent Dif- 
pute, he cannot expect this will be granted 


him, without much better Authority than he is 


ever like to bring for it. 

I éam ſorry to find him ſay, * there is no ful. 
ler or larger Tradition, to ſettle the certain Num- 
ber of the Books of the 01d and New Teſtament, 


| than there 1s for the Mixture, Prayer for the 


Dead, &c. becauſe if the Canon were no better 
ſettled than the Neceſſity of theſe, for that is 
what we diſpute about, it would be in a very 


rottering Condition. But I ſhall not enlarge up- 


on this, both becauſe I have juſt now owned, 
that we receive the Canon by Tradition; and 
becauſe we had no other way for it to be con- 
veyed down to us, whereas had theſe Uſages 


* Po, p. 187. | 
r N 


ſe deſire more. But if the Doctor 
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been any where taught in Scripture, . they would 
have been much better learned, from our Saviour 


and his Apoſtles own Words, than from the Tra- 
dition now pleaded for them. 2 


£ 


He adds, + The Anſwerer and the learned Au- 
thor differ in this, as 2 as he is able to judge in 
the Caſe, that the Author is for making Scripture, 
and that primitive, univerſal, uninterrupted Tra- 
dition by which we receive the Canon of the Scrip- 
ture, to go Hand in Hand together, and mutually, 
to ſupport each other; but the Anfwerer is for 
ſetting them at Variance, and making them to 
thwart and oppoſe each other. Where I do not 
doubt but the learned Doctor thinks as he ſays; 
But yet if he will pleaſe to think again, he may 
eaſily find the Anſwerer has given ns occaſion for 
ſuch a Charge. For he is not for ſetting them 
any way at Variance, but for uſing both as occa- 
ſion offers; only he is for aſcribing to each its 
proper Office, and not making Scripture truckle 
to Tradition, if any difference unhappily ariſe be- 
tween them. It is true he is not for impoſing fo- 
reign Senſes upon the plain DoQtines of Scrip- 
ture, ſuch as the Words will not by any fair Con- 
{truQtion be brought to bear; nor for 5 : 


ſuch Uſages, as of neceſſary Obligation, an 


ſential to om as are perfectly unknown 
to Scripture ; and ſò for ſetting up another Rule 
befides Scripture in derogation from that, as if it 
did not contain in it all things of neceſſity to Sal- 
vation. His aim is only to follow the Direction 
of Scripture, which the learned Doctor owns * for 
our Rule of Faith, and ꝓ that we are not to for- 
ſake that out of regard to Tradition, but ¶ ftedfaſt- 
ly to adhere to it, whenſoever any unſcriptural 
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Wo 
Tradition comes in competition with it; his aim, 
I fay, is to follow the Direction of Scripture, 
where the Words of it are plain and eaſily intel- 


lgible, and where they are leſs clear, to get the 


beſt aſſiſtances he can, and Tradition amongſt the 
eft, in order to a right underſtanding of them. 
And if this be ſerting Scripture and Tradition at 

ariance, it is what all the beſt Commentators, 
both ancient and modern are guilty of. 

The Doctor exclaims loudly againſt the An- 
ſwerer, + for ſaying the Author 7 the Reaſons is 
for ſetting up Tradition as rather io be attended 
o than Scripture. And whether this be not the 
rue State of the Difference between them, I re- 
ferr to any unprejudiced Perſon to determine. It 
is leaving Scripture to ſer wp Tradition, that is 
he Matter of all our Debate; for why elſe are 


e not ſuffered to ſtick to the plain Words of 


Scripture, where they are ſo; or to thoſe InjunQi- 
ons, which our Saviour and his Apoſtles have left 
us, without ſeeking to introduce other Dutys by 
he help of Tradition, which neither our Savi- 
dur nor his Apoſtles ſay a Word of? This ſure 
is not to preferr Scripture to Tradition; yet this 
is manifeſtly what the Author of the Defence 
pleads for, from one end of that Treatiſe to the 
other. So likewiſe an ingenious Friend of ours 
ells his Adverſary, he knew it was impoſſible for 
any one to ſhew, that the Church of Rome was 
pure and ſound; and gives this Reaſon of ſuch 
dis Complaint of her, that ſhe had deviated from 
Primitive Tradition, had made additions of falſe 
Doctrines to the Creed, and had corrupted the 
Worſhip of the Ancient Church, and again, ſhe 
has departed from the Primitive Church, and de- 
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Co 
been any where taught in Scripture, . they would 
have been much better learned, from our Saviour 
and his Apoſtles own Words, than from the Tra- 
dition now pleaded for t gem. 
He adds, + The Anſwerer and the learned Au- 
thor differ in this, as 2 as be is able to judge in 
the Caſe, that the Author is for making Scripture, 
and that primitive, univerſal, uninterrupted Tra- 
dition by which we receive the Canon of the Scrip- 
ture, to go Hand in Hand together, and mutually. 
10 ſupport each other; but the Anſwerer is for 
ſetting them at Variance, and making them to 
thwart and oppoſe each other, Where I do not 
doubt but the learned Doctor thinks as he ſays; 
But yet if he will pleaſe to think again, he may 
eafily find the Anſwerer has given nò occafion for 
ſuch a Charge. For he is not for ſetting them 
any way at Variance, but for ufing both as occa- 
fion offers; only he is for aſcribing to each its 
proper Office, and not making Scripture truckle 
to Tradition, if any difference unhappily ariſe be- 
tween them. It is true he is not for impoſing fo- 
reign Senſes upon the plain DoQrines of Scrip- 
ture, ſuch as the Words will not by any fair Con- 
ſtruction be brought to bear; nor for introducing 
ſuch Ulſages, as of neceſſary Obligation, and E/- 
ſential to 8 as are perfectly unknown 
to Scripture; and 10 for ſetting up another Rule 
beſides Scripture in derogation from that, as if it 
did not contain in it all things of neceſſity to Sal. 
vation. His aim is only to follow the Direction 
of Scripture, which the learned Doctor owns * for 
our Rule of Faith, and + that we are not to for- 
ſake that out of regard to Tradition, but \| ftedfaſt- 
y to adhere to it, whenſoever any unſcripturah 
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Tradition comes in competition with it; his aim, 
I fay, is to follow the Direction of Scripture, 
where the Words of it are plain and eaſily intel- 


Iligible, and where they are leſs clear, to get the 


beſt aſſiſtances he can, and Tradition amongſt the 

eft, in order to a right underſtanding of them. 
And if this be ſerting Scripture and Tradition at 
ariance, it is what all the beſt Commentators, 
both ancient and modern are guilty of. 

The Doctor exclaims loudly againſt the An- 
ſwerer, 1 for M, the Author ef the Reaſons is 
for ſetting up Tradition as rather to be attended 
o than Scripture. And whether this be not the 
rue State of the Difference between them, I re- 
ferr to any unprejudiced Perſon to determine. It 
s leaving Scripture to ſer up Tradition, that is 
he Matter of all our Debate; for why elſe are 

e not ſuffered to ſtick to the plain Words of 
Scripture, where they are ſo; or to thoſe InjunQii- 
ons, which our Saviour and his Apoſtles have left 

s, without ſeeking to introduce other Dutys by 
he help of Tradition, which neither our Savi- 
dur nor his Apoſtles ſay a Word of? This ſure 
is not to preferr Scripture to Tradition; yet this 
is manifeſtly what the Author of the Defence 


leads for, from one end of that Treatiſe to the 


other. So likewiſe an ingenious Friend of ours 
ells his Adverſary, he knew it was impolſible for 
any one to ſhew, that the Church of Rome was 
pure and ſound; and gives this Reaſon of ſuch 
dis Complaint of her, that ſhe had deviated from 
Primitive Tradition, had made additions of falſe 
Doctrines to the Creed, and had corrupted the 
Worſhip of the Ancient Church, and again, ſhe 
bas departed from the Primitive Church, and de- 
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tended to than Scripture, I muſt come to thq jw 


of, he would heartily beg his 


otherwiſe be faſtened upon them; or. elſe tha 
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viated from Catholick Tradition, and therefore i 
# dangerous to be in her Communion. In neitheſ th 
of which places is there any the leaſt Appeal tq T7 
the Doctrine of the Holy Scriptures, nor am 2; 
more mention made of them, than if they had 


never been written. Ir may be the learned Dc 
Cor will ſay of this too that ir is no diſreſpett 
to Scripture, and by no means a perferring Tra 
dition before it. Though another would be tempt 
ed to look upon it as a ſetting aſide thoſe Saf an 
cred Records, and reſolving all into Tradition th; 
If carrying People off from the plain Words off Pa 
Scripture, upon pretence of a Tradition to thd th: 
contrary, be not to make Scripture ſtoop to Trafſ wi 
dition: And again, if to make another Rule neg An 
ceſſary, for teaching ſuch Doctrines of Chriſtianiſ in 
ty, as the Holy Scriptures have never taught us ou 
be not to ſer up Tradition as rather to be atf his 


learned Doctor to be taught what is ſo. it 
The Doctor indeed has ſaid, and profeſſe: 
that he uſt ſay it again, that that Author has ad 
vanced no ſuch Dollrine: And the Anſweren & . H 


continually ſuggeſting this from one end of his Diff] he. 
_ courſe to the other, does that Author great wrong th; 


And I dare undertake for the Anſwerer, that coulc 
the Doctor prove, as eafily as he affirms, that h 
has done that Author the m_ thus complainec 

ardon, and make 
him the beſt Compenſation in his Power. Bu 
then it will be neceſſary ro ſhew, either that the 
learned Author does not plead Tradition, (and 
ſometimes ſuch as is very feeble and incompetent) 
in oppoſition to the plain Words of Scripture, | 
mean tor interpreting quite away the moſt genuine 
the natural, and literal Senſe of them, whereby tc 
introduce ſuch Doctrines and Ulſages as cannot 
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K this J aner of. Procedure is 5 a ſexcing 25 
Tradition ar rather to be attended to than Script 
Fare. Fer. till one of theſe two Propofitjons 
h; be made good, wah | Fe [ neyer ex- 


of pett to. ee one, it will be bu t juſt in him to 
retras his 1 in this Caſe again! the An- 
1werer. and, 19 7 ut 75 the 7 « Diſcourſe, 


lays be, of ſtion, and all t bat be bas 155 
— the 3 5 1 7 falls of itſelf. 
that tt or himſelf owns this to be the Ds 


chat LE a gue oo oy 50 uſe 

101 hout nd conſequently to deſire t 
lens. Dion may ipped of this, is 

bf £0 deſire that ue Eee Matter of 
1 57 be given Roh, 2 in ordex to 

bis nar Cauſe. y one 1 5 
whether this be a — . ha . or whether 
it would haye heen made, eee 
ee or his obtaining his End; © _- 

He proceeds, ili the Anſwerer ſay, that 

Homer or Virgil, are to be underſtood do. th 
belp of Tradition? No. But I will ſay for bi, 
that the greateſt part of them are; and that no 
part of them needs ſuc Tradition for their Ex- 
J plication, as if admitted, muſt give them a very 
different Senſe, from what the Words will bear 
J of chemſelves. Again, ill be give as the Senſe 
of thaſe agreeable to the Cuſtoms and Practice of 
the prefent Age, and not agreeable to the Age 
e When they wrote? No. But then he expects they 
tent ſhould; E. ood in the moſt Natural Senſe 
ue, I of the Words, unleſs it can be ſhewn, either that 
une che NV Gear wee ſpoken figuratively, or that the 
Siegen e of hoſe Words is altered ce the 
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viated from Catholick Tradition, and therefore i 
# dangerous to be in her Communion. In neithet 
of which places is there any the leaſt Appeal to 
the Doctrine of the Holy Scriptures, nor an 
more mention made of them, than if they hat 
never been written. Ir may be rhe learned Dc 
cor will ſay of this too that it is no diſreſped 
to Scripture, and by no means a perferring Tra 
dition before it. Though another would be rempt 
ed to look upon it as a ſetting aſide thoſe Sa 
cred Records, and reſolving all into Traditio 
If carrying People off from the plain Words of 
Scripture, upon pretence of a Tradition to thq th 
contrary, be not to make Scripture ſtoop to Tra yi 
dition: And again, if to make another Rule ney} a; 
ceſſary, for teaching ſuch Doctrines of Chriſtiani] in 
ty, as the Holy Scriptures have never taught us gy 
be not to ſer up Tradition as rather to be at hi: 
tended to than Scripture, | muſt come to thq wy 
learned Doctor to be taught what is ſo. lit 
The Doctor indeed has ſaid, and profeſſes 
that he muſt ſay it again, that that Author has ad 
vanced no ſuch Dettrine : And the Anſweren, . H. 
continually ſuggeſting this from one end of his Diff he 
courſe to the other, does that Author great wrong] th. 
And I dare undertake for the Anſwerer, that could 


the Doctor prove, as eafily as he affirms, that by pl. 
has done that Author the wrong thus complainet di 
of, he would heartily beg his Pardon, and make of 
him the beſt Compenſation in his Power. But of 
then it will be neceſſary to ſhew, either that thq 2% 
learned Author does not plead Tradition, (and ,, 
ſometimes ſuch as is very feeble and incompetent ſu 
in oppoſition to the plain Words of Scripture, | of 
mean tor interpreting quite away the moſt genuine tn 
the natural, and literal Senſe of them, whereby tc Gi 


introduce ſuch Dottrines and Ulages as cannot 
otherwile be faſtened upon them; or elſe thay. - 


37 J - 
this manner of Procedure is not a ſetting up 
Tradition as rather to be attended to than Scrips 
ture. Let till one of theſe two Propoſitions 
ſhall be made good, which I confeſs I neyer ex- 
pect to ſee done, it will be but juſt in him to 
mn his Charge in this Caſe againſt the An- 
1werer. And qobut ſtrip the Anſweręr's Diſcourſe, 
lays he, of this ſuggeſizon, and all that he bas ſaid 
on the Subjeft of Tradition falls of itſelf. So 
chat the Doctor himſelf owns this to be the main 
Part of the Controverſy, becauſe otherwiſe all 
chat is aid of Tradition would not fall of itſelf 
without this. And conſequently to deſire the 
Anſwerers Diſcourſe may be ſtripped of this, is 
in effect to deſire that the Principal Matter of 
our Debate may be given up, only in order to 
his carrying the Cauſe. And ler any one judge 
whether this be a reaſonable requeſt, or whether 
it would have been made, if any other way had 
feſſes appeared for his obtaining his End. 


as ad He proc * ill the Anſwerer ſay, that 
* . Vell are to be underſtood without the 
s Dif belp of Tradition? No. But I will ſay for him, 
07074 that the greateſt part of them are; and that no 
could part of them needs ſuch Tradition for their Ex- 
hat hy plication, as if admitted, muſt give them a very 
inc different Senſe, from what the Words will bear 
make of themſelves. Again, ill he give zu the Senſe 
Bu of thoſe agreeable to the Cuſtoms and Pracſice of 
the preſent Age, and not agreeable to the Age 
(and her they wrote? No. But then he expects they 
SEN ſhould be underſtood in the moſt Natural Senſe 
8 of the Words, unleſs it 7 be 8 a ae 

A the Words were ſpoken figuratively, or that the 
by te Signification of thoſe Words is altered fince rhe 
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* Writing of them from what it was before. Which 
I ſuppoſe will not be pretended in our Caſe. 


- wholly upon a miſtake, taking it for granted, 


 ftep, ut ws a dangerous thing- to act contrary to 


the contrary is as old as the Grant itſelf. ' Now] 


one of theſe two things; either, as S. Cyprian 


[58] 


What follows about the City Charter proceeds 


that from the Language of the Age when the Char- 
ter was given, the gh ſome would ſet aſide, 
might very fairly be implied in the Words of the 
Charter. Whereas the Words of our Bleſſed Sa- 
viour, are plain and clear, and need no Expoſitor 
to make them intelligible. Nor has any thing 
been produced from the Language of that Age, 
whence it can with any tolerable pretence of Rea- 
ſon be collected, that the Mixture the Doctor 
would introduce, may very fairly be implied in our 
Saviour s Inſtitution; and ſo the Caſe is not at all 
parallel. And in the other Caſe of the Deeds of 
an Eſtate; the learned Docer i ſets up an Imme- 
morial Cuſtom for a Service not required in the 
Gant for ir, or at leaſt the Client thinks ſo, 
here ſays the Doctor, I am perſwaded the Lawyer 
would 'anſwer him; you habe made a very falſehti 


Immemorial Cuſtom, which for ought appears tok 


J do not pretend myſelf Lawyer enough to] 
give a proper Determination, in a matter of 
this Nature. But yet from the Reaſon of the 
thing 1 cannot think, but the Lawyer upon ſeeing 
the Difference ſuppoſed to be betwixt the Grant 
and the Diſputed Cuſtom, would be apt to ſay 


ſays in another Caſe, + Conſuetudo ſine veritate, 
metuſtas ejt errorts, your Cuſtom being no way 


joined by the Grant under which you claim, offi, | 


% long ſtanding ſoever ir be, is yet but Anti- 


rr 3 . 4% 
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ch quity of Error, and ſo not obligatory; or elfe; 
ice your Cuſtom is of ſo long ftanding, that the 
eds true Original of it cannot be traced out, you are 
ed, concerned to follow it, though withal nor fo 
ar- | much from the Age of it, as becauſe it may juſt- 
de, ly be ſuppoſed that there was ſome reaſonable, 
the and perhaps, valuable Confideration, for the firſt 
Sa- allowance of it. This Anſwer for ought I know 
may be good in Law. But I-muſt own, I can- 
ing not ſee how barely a length of Cuſtom, without 
ge, any thing more to be ſaid for it, can be of force, 
dea- when the Words of the Charter give not the 
cor eaſt Countenance to it. This ſeems to me a na- 
our ſtural and rational Anſwer. But I cannot ſay fo 
t all pf what the learned Doctor offers, that / early 
s off Praclice, and ſo conſtanily continued, will 
me he Jappeed, to be implied and required. - by 
; ſo, hat conſults the Grant may ſoon perceive, there 
yer þ not the leaſt mention of it there. The Appli- 
alſe ation of this is too plain, to need that I ſhould 

y to ſſiſt upon it. Only I muſt rake ſome notice of 
„to hat the Doctor ſays preſently after, & Ih in 

Now he two Points which the Anſwerer has bere ur- 
n to ed, the Mixed Cup, and Prayer for the Faithful 
r of peparted; Ve ſer up no Tradition in Oppoſition 

| theſh Scripture, but only make uſe of Tradition as 
eeing || proper means to underſtand what is enjoined. by 
ant þripture, where the Scripture. itſelf is not alto- 
o lay ther ſo clear as it is in ſome otber matters. But 
prian bw does he prove the Scripture. is not clear in 

itate, ſeſe Points, or needs any Tradition to interpret 

way It would be very proper to enquire into this 
n, of st, before he brings his needleſs Interpretation 
Anti-F them. The Fruit of the Vine is in itſelf as in- 
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telligible as any Expreſſion I know, But T grant 
there is nothing ſo plain in any Language, nor 
can be, but that a Man of Wit and Learning may 
be able, to repreſent it to Diſadvantage, and make 
it leſs clear than it is in itſelf. Thus it is in the 
Caſe of the Mixture. Nothing can be more ex- 
preſs than for the Fruit of the Vine to denote 
Wine; and fo it is allowed to do without any 
Diſpute in all other Caſes, except that where out 
Saviour mentions it in his Inſtitution of the Eu- 
chariſt. But there the Words may not be taken 
in this Senſe. It ſuits not with a Scheme ſome 
Mien of late are grown very fond of; and another 
Interpretation muſt therefore be fixed upon the 
Words. In like manner, whereas the Scripture 
days nothing of Prayers for the Faithſul departec 

yer this Silence mult be ſo interpreted, as to mak: 
ir ſpeak. Yer ſays the Doctor, Traditibn is no 
applied to as an Authority obliging us to what u. 
are not obliged to by the Holy Scriptures, but on 
as an Evidence or Witneſs to 9 — As dohat 1 
Serißtures have always been underſiood to requir 


in this Matter. Whereas the other Gentlemaf 


reaches, that * The Conſent of Chriſtendom j 
Equivalent to a Scripture command; and thi 
though it be great Pride ib ſet up Private Trad 
trons againſt Scripture, yet Primitive and Cath 
lick Evidence is a ſufficient ground for Praclic 
meaning plainly without any Direction from Scrij 
ture. And does not this repreſent Tradition, 
an Authority obliging us to what we are not bblig 
10 by the Holy Scriptures. Or does this Auth: 
take it only for an Evidence or Witneſs to info 
2s what the Scriptures have always been undi 
flood lo require? This matter they would do we 
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„ 
to decide between themſelves, and to that end 1 


leave it with them, and proceed. The Scriprures, 


ſays the Doctor, reach ws that our Saviour with- 
but calling for any other Meat or Drink, than what 
had been ee on that occaſion, inſtituted the 
Holy Euchariſt. But where the Scriprure ſays he 
did this without calling for any other Meat or 
Drink, is a great Queſtion; or ſuppoſe he did, 
that — was the very ſame with that of the 
Paſſover, fince it was after the Paſſover ended, 
that he took Bread and the Cup, or again, that 
there was no Wine or Water there, but what was 
already mixt, or yet once more, ſuppoſing our 
Saviour to have taken a mixt Cup, that he in- 
tended to enjoin the conſtant Uſe of Water of 
which he makes no mention, no leſs than of the 
Wine, which he exprefly mentions, that any of 
theſe Aſſertions, without the help of ſome of 
which there is no proving the Mixture; that any 
of them I ſay are contained in Scripture, is. more 
than I can poſſibly find there. 

Next the Doctor teaches, that + our Saviour by 
wing he would drink no more of the Fruit of the 
ine, could nean no other than that he would 

drink no more of the 'Paſchal Cup. But this is 

petfetly begging the Queſtion, unleſs he could 
have proved, that our Lord could not poſſibly 
mean his own Euchariſtick Cup. Yer he was to 

Drink no more of that before his Paſſion, than he 


was of the Paſthal. And if he Drank any Wine 


after his Reſurrection, either at Emmas, or in 


any other Place, yet it is not pretended, that he 


partook of either of theſe two Cups. And ſo the 
ocror has in reality offered no manner of Evi- 


for making the Fruit of the Vine to belong 
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only to the Cup at the Paſſover, or by conſe- 
quence, for its being a Mixed Cup. It follows 
Our Saviour had no Occaſion to tell his Diſciples 
what that Liquor was, becauſe it was what they 
themſelves had provided: And he knew that they 
could not miſtake him. It is very true that the 
Diſciples then preſent could not but know, in 
what Liquor our Bleſſed Saviour inſtituted his 
Sacrament. And yet I dare not ſay our Saviour 
either did, or would, point out the Fruit of the 
Vine to be the Matter of ir, if he had ſeen no Occ a- 
ſion for ſo doing: But in truth there was great 
Occaſion for it, not for informing the Apoſtles 
concerning it, who already knew it, and for whom 
alone it was not inſtituted; but for the Inſtructi- 
on of all ſucceeding Generations, for whoſe Bene- 
fit and Obſervance this Ordinance was intended; 
no leſs than for the Apoſtles; and ꝓ whom it was 
requilice therefore to teach the neceſſary matter 
of it. Which yet neither our Saviour nor his 
Apoſtles have 4 eceſſa 
Part of it; for none of them ſays a Word of that. 
And the Doctor cannot ſo much as pretend they 
do, otherwiſe than by an unſatisfactory Inference 
from the Faſchal-Feaſt. Which it is well known, 
was all over before our Sayiour proceeded to his 
own Inſtitution, it being «7 7 Junviout, after 
Supper was. ended. St, Luke 22. 20. and ſo his 
Inference is but weak and ill grounded. He adds, 
$ we learn from Justin Martyr, that the Apoſtles 
did direct that the Euchariſtical Cup ſhould contain 
Wine with a Mixture of Water. This the Author 
of the Reaſons and Defence has likewiſe told us 
before. But neither he nor the Doctor has been 
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|| P- 194. f This had been urged No Reaſon. p. 34, 3 
36: and yet wants an Anſwer, Ses alſo a little = P- 39) 
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able to produce the Words in which 7uftin af 
firms it; otherwiſe it was to be hoped we might 
have ſeen them. And for my part I muſt own 1 
cannot find them. As to the Phraſeology of the 
Jetos, which here comes in again, * as it had 
done formerly, that has been ſpoken to already, 
and needs nothing more to be ſaid of it. The 


fame alſo I ſay of that Text to the Epheſians. 


Ch. 6. 18. of making Supplication for all Saints. 


And thus 1 take leave of this Doctor; till he 
ſhall” pleaſe to call * upon me. But with 
this following Requeſt; that he will pleaſe to 
inform me how long he has known Three of the 


Four Uſages contended for, to be of ſuch Neceſ- 


fity as he now repreſents them to be; and what 
new Diſcoveries he has made in their Favour, 
ſince he left the Communion of which he was. 
Before that, one only was neceſſary, and the 
other Three only deſired. And I cannot appre- 
hend how the framing and enjoining a new Com- 
munion Office could make thoſe Eſſential which 
were not ſo till then. 


FI 2. 1 


1 * p. 193. + App. p. 167. 5 
Canon 


D 64.}] 
Canon of Scripture. - What Benefit this Author 
| c-_ to. himſelf, en our Evi 
dence for the Canon of Scripture, I know not; 
but IL wiſh he would well conſider it with him- 
ſelf. But as to his Queſtian ; Is not this ſuffect- 
ent, I anſwer, by no means; and far two Subſtan- 
tial Reaſons. Fut becauſe theſe Evidences are 
only produced in behalf of the Mixture, but not 
examined, and ſo their Teſtimony fignifies no- 
thing. Nor do they indeed bear the Teſtimony 
defired of them, and for the which only they are 
produced; they having nothing at all to ſay for 
the firſt Age, and nothing ſufficient for thoſe that 
follow. Secondly, becauſe they are ſo thinly 
ſown; But four in all the World for above Three 
1 Laws is e! too fe; 332 
ay, good Sir, whoever thought, or can thi 
F is a 19 — Number? Give me leave 10 argue 
in the ſame manner, for with- holding the Cup in 
the Euchariſt, It is plain this is done at Lyons; 
and ſuppoſe there could be found an Evidence for 
it in the Eaſt Indies, and another in Guinea, here 
would be as certain Evidence as for that of the 
Mixture, in the ſame three Parts of the World. 
Yet of what Validity this would be, if you pleaſe 
we will try in Europe. Will this Uſage at Lyons 
prove the Holy Euchariſt to be celebrated in one 
ind only, amongſt the Greeks in the Turkiffi 
part of Europe? Will it prove it to be ſo through- 
out all the vaſt Territories of the Czar, or in the 
European Tartary ? Will ir prove it to be ſo 
through the Dominions of the King of Pruffe, 
or in Sweden, or Denmark? Will it prove it to 
be ſo amongſt the reſt of the Luther ans? Nay, 
will it prove it to be ſo in the Churches of Eug- 
land, Scotland, and Ireland, or any one of them? 
So far from this, that a great Part of us can re- 
member, when it would not have proved wy 
| mu 
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much as for all France. '$ 5 1 and inconcluſive, 
an, Argumèut this is. Well, but if you pleaſe 
let us 135 another way, 65 ſee” tnhlicthet the Tam>* 
arguing will ſucceed bei etter there, and whether it 
Ill pot prove the Mixture, not to Have been bel 
7 even i 1 0 Lyons itſelf; nor: in any other Part 
55 are three Wings againſt it 
cee 127 rian, and Origen; w o all, it 
is true, n A fick. However ler: us "fo 
argument oe fp ky that one of them had 
1 At, Anlioch, and another at Cnſtantinople, 
t. Caen did afterwards." Now ical 
10 1 x dhe Mixture to be uſed at Con- 
Hantinople, Je, ve that it was not "uſed? in 
Muſe RR: 1 of the Neighbouring *Ki 
doms, in'the H rate of Germany, 9275 
Britain diſd Treland; or even in \- ons, and ige 
other Parts of Fance? What n muſt oh 
have” of tile Uiſckerſtantlipgs of ſhrking, before 
he can imagine they will be put upon Wich fuck 
ttäſh as this? Or what manner of Chriftians' nriſt 
he ſuppoſe thoſe tao be, who- will be preyile; 
with to prefer ſuch a wild uggeſtion to 15 plai 
Words of our. Bleſſed Lord G bimſelF? And "how 
ſhamefally regardleſs muſt thoſe be of their own 
Salvation; if any* ſuch ' there” he, that can ſuffet 
themſelves to be'drawn afide, 'by ſuch vain Ima- 
ginations* as Theſe? And yet farther; neither did 
12 Three pretended Pillars of the Mixture, plead 
r it as Eſſentially neceſſary, though they. did 
1 85 it to be then in Uſe where they lived: 


Our Author indeed affirms as pokitively as if he 


had known it to be true, that everyone of them 
declared the Mixt Cup to be the Inſtitution of 
Chriſt; bor then it is without telling us when 
or where they did it; and ſo he leaves his Afffi⸗ 
mation 3 for. ſelf, And whereas it * 
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been urged, þ that the Silence of other Churches 
in tbe Caſe, is no more: an Argument for their ha- 
wing entertained the . Mixture, m in. another 
8 8 it is for Tranſubſtantiation; he replies the 


ſe is not parallel, becauſe there are real Obje- 


tions againſt Tranſubſtantiation, which do not ly 
againſt the Mixture, Which I muſt tell him is 
nothing at all to the purpoſe. Becauſe our De- 
bate here is not about the nature of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, and relates only, to the Church's Silence at 
that time about it. Nor was it intended for any 
thing more thay: 1 that if ſuch. Silence did 
not; prove Tranſubſtantiation to have been Univer- 
{ally received, becauſe nothing was ſaid ef it, 
neitber will the Silence about the Mixture be av 
8 10 Proof of its Univerſal Reception. And 

Age our Author: has any thing to {ay to this, 
as having nothing to. plead for them, or to offer 
againſt Tertullians Teſtimony to the: contrary, 
who expreſly inne, as the Anſwerer had ob 
ſerved, * that it was Vine that our Saviour conſe- 
crated for the Commemoration of, his. Blood. And 
begins wirh 8. A in the Third Age; of 
whom, ſays he, the Objeffor ſays S. Cyprian ac- 
Rnowledges, all the Biſhops, of: his Days did not 
hold this Tradition. And here he asks, What 


then? To which I reply, then certainly the Tra- 


dition was not Univerſal, whilſt there were ſeve- 
tal that are confeſſed not to have held it and 
perhaps none at that time did. But does be 
plainly declare it to be owing to their Ignorance 

Can there be a fairer conceſſion. againſt, the Unin- 
terruptedneſs of the Practice? For how ignorant- 


ly ſoever it was interrupted, it muſt nevertheleſs 


- 1 : o 
8 2 8 — * *** ILY 8 — 
5 — : —— 


IN. ſ. K. Pt. I. p. 39. * Ibid. 


be 


SSg egen 


gs 3 8 8. 


_ F@ J 

be owned, that an Interruption is an Interruptio 
and fo it Alt ever be, 5 om whatever Cale 
fie © This is out of Queſtion. And ſo it 


ikewiſe, that whilſt the Interruption laſted, the 
Mixture was not Uninterrupted. And ſappoſe 
the neple& hereof to be ever fo criminal, this 
will never prove the Uſage to have been in Fact 
and Reality unintErupted, fo long as it is char- 
tan- ed as a Crime that it was aQually interrupted. 
2 at ut then I muſt add, that S. Cyprian does not 
charge the want of Water to have been crimi- 
did | nal, but only the want of Wine; which no doubt 
„err was criminal enough, though that of Water 
it, would not have been fo. 4 this I think is more 
| than enough, in anſwer to All he has ſaid in this 
41 | Paragraph. Eſpecially confidering what the An- 


5 7 


ais. ſiwerer || had urged in the former Part of this 
JS | Diſcourle; which this Author has not any way 
98 To S. Cyprian the Anſiverer ſubjoins * Origen 
bas teaching ſuch Doctrine as plainly intimates the 
/e> | Neceſſity of the Mixture, cis not to have been 
nd | known in his time, or to have met with fome 
of | Interruption, if it were. For he expreſly affirms, 
that eus when be emertains bis Diſciples, en- 
wt | tertains them dxegzo, with unmixt Wine, (in Foan- 
at | mes Exiguus's Edition Meraco,) with pure Wine. 
a- | Words ſo plain and full, that our Author is for- 
'E- ced to pretend a Corruption in them; though he 
d can produce no Copy to confirm his Conjefture. He 
* cannot ſay they are not fairly quoted; nor that 
4 they do not import what it is faid they do; nor 
n that what they import is not home to the Point. 
t- | And ſo his only way of evading them, is by 
ls pleading that they are not genuine, + but the 


IF. 40, 41, EDA . F170. 
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Paſfage 
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Paſſage is corrupted... And to prove this, he pro- 

elſes it is contrary, to the General Voice f the 
Primitive Church, But 1/7. Before he can make 
out this, he ought to prove what has been much 
hoaſted of, but is not yer proved, that the Three 
ancient Fathers cited, are the Voice of the Gene- 
ral Church, and then that. hey certainly main- 
rained the Neceſſity of the Mixture. Be Next 
he pleads, that he Greece), Citation iS;Conhtrary te 
the ancient Latin Verſion; that is to Tay, x. Not, 
which is in the Greek, che Original Language in 
which Origen wrote, is left ont of the Larine 
Tranflarion, which was made many Years after. 
And how very little this is to the purpoſe, I need 
not ſay... Eſpecially fince, 3d h/. Both Greek and 
. Latine tell us of our Saviour, that, he. entertain- 
ed, bis Diſciples with pure Vine. And for our 


"7 


Author's Suppoſition, 4zhly. That inſtead of un- 
.mix'd Wine it ought to be read Wine well mixt, 
this is his own meer Imagination, and directly 
contrary to vrhaggge find in both the Greek and 
the Tranſlation, M if this Liberty may be taken 
with Authors, it will be no difficulty to make 
N them ſpeak whatever a Man pleaſes. And then, 
„ - 51Þly.- AS to the inconſiſtency * he urges in the 
one 
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Context, I ſhould rather ſuppoſe, either that iniezz 
was not uſed in that place to ſignify Mixed, ſince 
it does not always ſignify ſo; or again, that the 
tuo Cups ſpoken of, the Cup of Benediction and 
the Cup of the Euchariſt were different Cups, 
- than that Origen ſhould write ſo inconſiderately, 

or any one for him, as to ſay and unſay a thing 
in the ſame Breath. And yet once more, 6:h/y. If 
we ſhould allow, fays he, f the Paſſige to be . 
corrupted, and that this Father dots indeed teſtify 
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that our Saviour. did not mix the Cup; yet what 
Proportion is there between the Evidence of one 
ſingle Writer of the Third Century, and that of 
earlier, contemporary, and ſucceeding. Fathers 2 
Where he may pleaſe to remember, that the An- 
ſwerer's buſineſs being to ſhew, that the Uſe of 
the Mixture was not uninterrupted, he ſufficient- 
ly anſwered that deſign in producing ſuch as bear 
any Teſtimony againſt it; and if there were ma- 
ny more that teſtified for the General Practice of 
it, yet a few Exceptions might prove it not unin- 
terrupted. This Tertullian had taught before, 
and now Origen, and a little after S. Cyprian for 
the former parr of his time, befides S. Cyril of 
Feruſalem, S. Chryſoſtom, and others afterwards. 
And I know not what farther Proof need to be 
deſired, as to this Point. And the rather if it be 
conſidered, 7zb/y. That no Chriſtian Writer till 
that time, had really maintained the Neceſfty and 
Eſſentiality of the Mixture. 

S. Cyril: of Jeruſalem is quoted + putting this 
Queſtion, Since our Sapiour changed the Water 
at the Feaſt. of Cana is Galilee into Wine, why 
cannot he as well change Wine into his Blood? 
Whereupon ſays the Anſwerer, Ir is agreed on all 


' hands that our Saviour did not change the Water 


into Wine and Water, but into Wine only. And 
S. Cyril makes uo difference betwixt this Wine, 


and that which he made his Blood. Now ſays this 
Author, * The Objefor extends the Paxallel to the 


Matter, and from the Agreement of the Miracle 
argues the ſameneſs of the Element. But here I 
muſt tell him, this is only a great Miſtake of his, 
and with which, all that he has ſaid upon it, falls 
to the Ground. For the Anſwerer does not from 
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the Agreement of the Miracle argue the ſame neſt I“ 
of the Element. Fox he argues only — the 1 
identity of the Word, chat is, from S. Oyrils cal- '** 
ling the Wine at Cana, and that in the Euchariſt 
by the one Name of Wine, without hinting the 5 
leaft difference in them. And if our Author will 7% 
not allow this to be a right Conſtruction of the Ly 
Word, and that Wine in both places has the ſame ” 
Signification, he muſt find out a new Rule of In- 
terpretation, that the World has not yet been ac- ry 
quainted with. The Anfiverer at the ſame time f f 
had obſerved farther, that S.-Cyr:/ has alſo theſe *: 
Words, In the Type of Bread: he gave bir Body, 45 
and in the Type not of Wine and Water, but ” 
barely] of Vine, & vu bau, he gave hir Blood. 
And te this our Author had nothing to xeply. ff 
The Anſwerer had farther noted, in reference to in 
the Greek Church, + that Bu/ſamon in his Com- © 
ment upon the Council in Tullo, gives ſuch an a 
account of their Euchariſtick Cup, as will nat | (- 
confift with the Mixture recommended to us. be 
* For he tells ur they put Warm Water into the h 
14864 Conſecrated Cup. For which I am perſwaded our ty 
mx learned Author will be as ready to . them, as || © 
#4 rhe Latines, (who Balſamon himſelf owns were d. 4 
. 3 _ ſatisfied with them for it) as not aprecable to the || © 
Method now required, and eie e Ehential to 15 
the Sacrament. Which fhews the Mixture inſiſted | n 
pon is not of ſuch uninterrupted” Praftice, vor 
the manner of uſing it fo conftantly obſerved es 
Jome 'might fancy it to be. And to this no Ex- 
ception is made. n 32 
Next comes S. Chryſoſtom, + as profefſuong, u- 
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IN. f. R. Pt. I. p. 41. The ſame is practiſed in St. | = 
Chryſoftom's Liturgy, and taught by Goar in his Notes up- 

on it. Euchoi. p. 198, f In St. Marth; 26, 9. 
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gainſt ſome who were for the uſe of Water in the 
Le. that our Saviour when he delivered 
the Myſteries, delivered Vine. And ſays this 
Gentleman, || Is not this acknowledged by every 
Body? Dont we inſiſt upon Wine as an Eſſential 
part of the Cup. I doubt not always. For if fo, 
{ would willingly be taught the meaning of thoſe 
two very ſtrange queſtions in the Defence, & If 
Water mdy be omitted, why not Vine? Why ma; 
not any other Liquor do as well as Wine, deci: 
ly in thoſe W. where there is no Vintage? 

is ſure is not to ia/ift upon Wine as an Eſſen- 
tial Part of the Cup. And yet if it had been fo, 
what would this have fignified to S. Chryſoſtom, 
who does not ſpeak of Wine as a Part of the 

Cup, but as the whole? For he fays our Lord de- 
eto | Lvered Wine 10 hzs Diſciples, without the leaſt 
—— | Intimation of any thing with it. And again, 
ſpeaking of the Fruit of the Vine, he expreſly 
declares, that the Vine * bears Wine not Water. 
Which he had no temptation to have ſaid, if he 
= thor, we uh interpret the Production of the Vine 
zo fignafy Wine, but then we ſay, That in the Fe- 
iſh Language it fignifys Water alſo. This it is 
owned ye ſay often enough; but proving as well 
as ſaying would not be amiſs; ſe till we 
have this, it is too much to expect our aſſent 
upon your bare Aſſertion, how oft ſoever repeated. 


For which teaſon it has been deſired over and 
over, that this may not be N preſumed, but 
ſhewn, upon good and ſufficient Evidence, before 
ſo weighty a Superſtructure be built upon it. But 
yet it follows, that the Council in Trallo declares 
— | S. Chry/oftom directed che Practice of the Mixture 
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in his own Church, and blames the Armenians 
For interpreting this Paſſage of his as we do. 
Now it has been ſhewn concerning this Council, 
and might haye been ſhewn more fully, & that it 
enaQts divers Canons which are not thought to lay 
any Obligations upon any now, Which takes off 
the force of their Charge againſt the Armenians, 


and others too. Beſides, that was an "Eaſtern 


Council, and ſo extended not to theſe Parts of 
the World, and whereas ir is likewiſe affirmed by 
this Gentleman, that zhe Fathers aſſembled at Trul- 
lus, declare that S. Chryſoſtom drreffed the Pra- 
ice of the Mixture in his own Church, neither 
does this at all concern our Caſe; partly 
becauſe if this Gentleman would have ſpo- 
ken plainly, he muſt have acknowledged, S. Chry- 
ſoſtom's double Mixture was ſuch as he does not 
ſeek to have reſtored; but eſpecially becauſe 
whatever his Uſage was, he no where declares it 
to be ESSEN ITAL, though without this it will 
be of no Service to our Reſtorets. ,  * +... ©: j 
The Anſweter had obſerved” that S. Baſils Li- 
turgy is manifeſtly againſt the Talmudick Diſtin. 
tion, about the Fruit of the Tree; izaſmuch as 
the Cup, before it is pretended to be mixed, 4 
called here, Tidnewy W id JuhuarO & dpimas, the Cup 
of the Fruit of the Vine, that is to. ſay, of Wine 
zoithout Water, it not being uppoſed yet to be 
mixed. And thence he collects, hat the Author 
of the Defence. is brought into this Dilemma, that 
either Keegoas does not denote a Mixing, contrary 
ro the end it is produced for; or the Cup, before 


thus Mixed, conſiſted of Wine only, and fo the 


Fruit of the Vine /ighifys pure Wine contrary 10 


n 1 


* * . * % +. 48 —— HR 


No Reaſon p. 32, 33. See alſo N. l. R. Pt. I. p· 9495. 
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bis Diſtinffion from the Talmud. And fo this Li. 
turgy, . inſtead of Affifting bis Cauſe, lies as 4 pa- 


ſitrve Objection againſt it. To which this Gen- 


* 


tleman can no way undertake to anſwer, unleſs 
we will grant him, what can never be proved, 
and indeed ought not to be imagined, . 
ſuch a Pfocedure will make it impoſſible to know 
what the Scripture at any time means, * namely 


that S. Ba/il, without the leaſt Direction or hint 


of his ſo doing, underſtands the Words in a very 
different Senſe from what they bear in Scripture, 
and other Authors, both Sacred and Prophane : 
Which is ſuch a Violence offered to his Expreſſi- 


on, as has nothing to be ſaid for it. And the 


courſe he takes to ſupport this wild Suppoſition, 
is almoſt as extravagant as the Suppolirion itſelf, 
and conſequently needs nothing to be ſaid to it: 
And now we.come to his Third and laſt Plea, + ta- 
ken from the Alexandrian Copy Publiſhed by Re- 
naudoſ ius, where our Saviour zs expreſs!y ſaid to 
have mixed the Cup with Wine and Water. And 
hereupon there "ariſe two Queſtions, which I 
would beg to ſee well reſolved; 1/. How this 
Coptick Copy, which is but lately brought 
to light, comes to be eſteemed more Authen- 
tick than the other Copys that have been better 
known, and always in Greek? For if it be not 
ſo, Regens may as well ſignify only a pouring 
out as ever, notwithſtanding whatſoever has been, 
or can be inferred from this Liturgy. 2d/y. How 
this Liturgy comes to be more Authentick, in re- 
lation to the Mixture, than with reſpect to Pray- 
ing to Almighty God, by and through the Medi- 
ation of the Saints, and particularly of the Bleſſed 
Virgin, about which this Liturgy of S. Baft/ is at 
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leaſt as plain, as about the Mixture. For thus 
it teaches to pray, * We beg that doe may obtain 
e Place at thy Right Hand, in that Terribk and 
Fuft Day, by the Interceſſion and Supplicatiats of 
our moſt Glorious Lady, the Mother of God, and 
eber Virgin Mary, and of all thy Saints. Tf out 
Author approves of this as no Corruption, let 
him ſpeak our and ſay ſo. But if he does not, 
as I verily believe he does not, let him not offer 
a Corrupt Liturgy, for the Direction of our Wor: 
ſhip, either as to the Mixture, or any other part 
of ir, eſpecially any that he would impoſe as 
ESSENTIAL. His following Dilemmaà Is as lit- 
tle to the purpoſe as may be, and goes wholly 
upon a miſtake; that here the Wine is declared 10 
he infuſed at the ſame time with the Water. For 
there is nothing faid in Renaudotizs about the 
time of mixing the Wine and the Water; and 
ſo ir is poſhble even according to his Relation, 
that the Wine might be ih the Cup ſome time 
before the Water was put to it. But this is fo 
trifling an ObjeQion, ' that I paſs it by as not 
worth inſiſting upon. Our Author in Summing 
up his Argument, urges that f either S. Bafil did 
not uſe the Expreſſion of the Ftuir of the Vine, in 
the ſame Senſe in which it is uſed in Scripture; 
which will be too hard for him to prove; or 
he did ſpeak our Lord's meaning, then he ſpoke 
agreeable to the Talmud, and called the EmPpiy 
Cup the Fruit of tbe Vine; which is ſuch a Dif: 
covery as we have never heard of before. We 


have been told again and again, that the Tamud 
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relates, that ſome of the Rabbins, ſome time or 
other, took upon them to call Wine mixed with 
Water the Fruit of the Vine. But this Gentle- 
man has made a ſtep farther,” and in Truth one 
of a ſingular Nature, in teaching, without the 
leaſt pretence of proof for it, that they called an 
Empty Cup ſo. Though he has not yet thought 
fit to aſſert it, ro be the Common Idiom and 
Phraſeology of the Jet. Nor would they thank 
him for it if he ſhould. * 


What follows * about the Verb weezerur ſhews 
only, that that Verb and it's Derivatives, and o- 
ther Synonymous Words, do not always barely 
import a pouring out, but frequently ſignify a 
Mixing, which is very readily granted, and with- 
out any Prejudice to the Anſwerer or his Cauſe : 
Since this by no means proves that they do not 
frequently, though not always, ſignify an Effuſi- 
on, without regard had ro a Mixture. And it 
muſt be owned, that a certain Inſtitution, and 

erpetually obliging, can never be inferred from 

uch an uncertain ambiguous Senſe of a Word, that 
poſſibly may ſpeak to the point, and yet as poſſi- 
bly may not. That the Anſwerer has not 6rovght 
any Claſſical Inſtance of a contrary Signification ; 
and tha? he has ſome few Citations from Juvenal, 
and Homer, Ec. he has not offered one Keaſon to 
ſupport his Interpretation of them, is an Aſſerti- 
on that is ſomewhat more than was to have been 
expected, after the Evidence produced f not on- 


ly from the Words of the Authors cited, but the 


[Interpretations likewiſe of ſeveral of the beſt Ex- 
poſitors upon them. Yet againſt theſe, he brings 

fome Authorities to prove, that it Tc, 
ſometimes implys a Mixture. Whereas the An- 
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ſwerer neyer made the leaſt queſtion of this; nay 


Farther, I dare ſay he would make no Scruple 


fo yield, that it moſt commonly does. ſo. S0 
that this part of his Keply being perfectly need- 
leſs, he might have fpared himſelf the trouble 
of ir. Vet this Conceſſion will ſtand him in no 
ſtead, unleſs he could prove farther, that theſe 
Words always and neceſſarily fignify fo. Which 
1s not yer done, o 
fle proceeds, || This Gentleman takes it for 

ranted, that it was the Cuſtom to drink unmixed 
7 805 cat of a Horn- Veſſel. And J will tell him 
farther, the Anſwerer took it for granted, that it 
was cuſtomary to drink both unmixed and mixed 
Liquor, out of a Horn- Veſſel. And now let him 
make his beſt of it. But ſee how notably he ar- 


- gues, If wegrupt be derived from the Cuſtom of 


drinking out of a Veſjet of Horn, and that Veſſel 
was alroays mixed, then meine muſt always de- 


note a Mixture. Yet he has not ſhewn, that any 


ever granted that ſort of Veſſels to have been al- 
ways mixed; though without ſuch a Eonceſfion 
his Argument amounts only to this; if the An- 
{werer will grant that nothing but what was mix- 
ed was drank out of a Veſſel of Horn, then he 
mul? grant likewiſe, that what was drank out of 
ſuch a Veſſel was mixed. Which is very edify- 
ing. But I hope our Author does not rely upon 
it, as a full Proof of the Eſſentiality of a Mix- 
ture in the Euchariſt. And yet unleſs he has this 
Opinion of it, I cannot conceive what advantage 
he could propound to himſelf from it. But Athe- 
neus he ſays, fells us in the Words immediately 
following the Anſwerers Quotation, that when 
hey mix Wine with Water, they to this day uſe 


— 
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; El 

the Word wee. Neyertheleſs he does not under- 
take to prove, that they never uſe that Word where 
there is no Mixture; which was the only Point 
to have been proved. And then as for Euſtathi- 
as he adds, 4 His expounding Coy by exegmw, 25 7a 
proof that be thought Cee excluded a Mixture, 
And for proof of this he referrs to P/atarch. 
Sympoſ. I. 5. Q 4, who ſays he, znforms that 
nothing more was meant by theſe Words in Ho- 
mer, than that the Mixture ſhould be made more 


Rrong, or have à larger Infuſion of Wine than 


nal. But ſay ing is one thing, and proving is 
Ache a8 1 ba de rel 1 | — 
forced to note it again in this place. He pleads 
indeed, that Euſtathius's expounding C by + 
due, is not proof that he thought CoeoTeewv e- 
cluded a Mixture; becauſe due e itſelf does 
not exclude it, but on the contrary nevefſert) ſup- 
poſes the Liquor to be mixed, and that Homer 
meant' only that there ſhould be more Wine than 
Water in the Mixture, As much as to ſay, Ho- 
mer could not for his Verſe ſake make uſe of 
the Comparative degree, inſtead of the Poſitive 
which Plutarch in the very Chapter referred to 
by our Author, teſtifys f to have been very uſual 
and without offence, and gives inſtances of it; 
that he could not, I ſay, make ſuch a change 
in the Degrees of Compariſon, without declaring 
the Wine to be mixed. Moreover P/utarch tells 
us, that Achilles called the Wine Ger, not from 
its being mixed, but becauſe it was Old, and bad 
been kept many Tears; and that others ſay, 
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* due ne was taken to ſigniſy beat, and by that 
was meant with greater haſt and expedition. To 
the ſame purpoſe alſo ſays Euſtathius, the Word 
is uſed to import 5 more diligently and livelily, 
as well as /eſs mixed. Agreeably whereto Ar he- 
neus 4 ſhews from Ant iphanes, that this Word 


was applied to the Servant that filled the. Drink; 


to whom I preſume a Mixture will not be attri- 
buted. And not only Rob. Stephens in his The- 
ſaurus, in the Verb Miſceo, declares it to ſignify 
Dare bibere, to groe one to drink; but H. Ste- 
phens in his, in wear teſtifys that ui is uſed 
to fignify 1 yo: mew, the very ſame action of 
giving to drink, Who. offers likewiſe other In- 
ſtances of the ſame ſort, which I forbear to re- 
late, but which the Reader may conſult at his 
leiſure. Upon the whole, our Author will never 
be able to prove, amongſt ſuch different Senſes 
of this Word, that taking it in the Comparative 
Degree, intimates it to imply a Mixture, as he 
would have it; though this is all the Exception 
Sr \ <4, 
Before I leave this Head, I muſt look a little 
back ro what had been Objected a few Pages be · 
fore, || charging the Anſwerer, that though he has 


e ſome few Citations from Juvenal and 


omer, Ec. he has not offered one Reaſon to ſup: 
port bis Interpretation of them, or to ſhew the 
Mixture was excluded from them. Where it may 
be remembered, that the Few Citations he com- 


plains of here, are at leaſt as many as he had 
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brought on the other fide; and if thoſe were 
enough for + the Confutation of the Anſwerer, 
why ſhould not theſe be enough to confute Him? 
But here it ſeems 20 Reaſon is offered to ſupport 


theſe.” Nevertheleſs is there not the Judgment 


and Opinion of ſeveral of the moſt Celebrated 
Expoſitors of them? And is no regard to be had 
to this? I do not know what farther Regſon he 
would require; fince it is not To much Reaſon |} as 
Uſe, that gives the ſignification to Words. And 
yet if beſides this he muſt have a Reaſon of what 
we are now. debating, he ſhall have it from Eu- 
ſtathius, who upon thoſe Words cited by the An- 
ſwerer, T Kenner If Jitey Mio wr, acquaints us that 
Libations, fich as were here ſpoken of, were made 
not of Mixt, but pure andiluted Wine. And there- 
fore e in this Place could not be intended to 
mean 4 Dilution, whatſoever it might do in 
other Cul. = ory relating how Calypſo 7 
tertained Ces, fays © xipgars os vi 00 de, JSRE 
filled the G p with red Nectar. Whereby Eta. 
thius f notes, not a Mixture to be intimated, but 
an Infufion only; as our Author himſelf muſt ac- 
knowledge ir to have been, unleſs he can ſhew 
that Nectar uſed to be drunk with Water; which 
I am pretty confident he will not ſo much as pre- 
tend. Again. he pleads, || that zhe Objeor. bas 
not brought any clalſical Inſtance of a contrary S$ig- 
nifitation. Now I ſhould have thought Homer, 
and Fuvenal, and Martial might have paſſed for 
good Authorities. Nor has our Author given any 
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"Mr he [ 90 * . 
keaſon, why be will not admit of them as fact; 
But whatever Opinion he has of theſe, ſure be 
will not deny 'Tw/ly to be fufficientiy Clafecal, 
and there is an approved Inſtance from him. Ap- 
proved, I ſay, becauſe beſides. others: chat hays 
intetptetetl him in our Senſe, the Two Srephens's 
bear Teſtimony to' this Expolition of his Expreſſi 
on, in the places above-mentioned,” And I, hope 
he will allow theſe to have underftod Greek and 
Latin, ar leaſt. as Well as orhets, SD 
The Anſweret in the Poſtſcript to N. f. R. 
Pt. I. p. iii. offers it to conſideration, whether 
Shear eit dee & tains Juve, ꝙ be not moſt natu- 
Tally underſtood to fhean, ht hath poured her Wine 
into the Cup, or fhe'bas prepared ber Cup. And 
he ſeems, though * our Author be of a: contrary 
Opinion, to have had reaſon for it, becauſe in the 
Senſe of a Mixture, 2, lee: would have been a 
more obvious Phraſe than as rene For though 
& is ſometimes uſed in the fame Senſe. with es, 
yer not fo commonly, but chat the other is its 
more natural and uſual meaning. And that the 
LXXII underſtood the Words in our Senſe, I 
cannot doubt; becauſe otherwiſe no reaſon can be 
given, fot their inſerting a, zearics, which Words 
not being in the Hebrew, could be added with no 
other intent, than to explain dq MED in ſuch 
2 manner as beſt agreed with them. And I de- 
fire our Author to afſign any other occaſion fot 
ſuch Tranſlation if he can. And if he pleaſe, he 
may try too to make it ſo plain and undeniable, 
as that a Man may ſafely venture to build an E/- 
ſentiality upon it. | 25 8 5 255 

He referrs us back, + to the Necefity of an Al. 
teratiop p. 68. for an Anſwer to what was offer- 
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ed from the Two Texts in the Reve/2rion, Ch. 
14. 10. and Ch. 18. 6. And yet in. that very Page 
he tells. us from Dr. Hammond, that the - 


ns, [and the reaſon is the ſame for the 
been eu dxegrs Mes de-] is a Cup n- 
mixed with Water, or any ſoftening allaying Mix- 
ture. And indeed if it be not fo, I cannot ap- 
prehend how it ſhould be ſtill & 0, znmixed 


as it is plainly declared to be. Let if it be ſo, 


as it neceſſarily muſt be, this is an effectual diſ- 
appointment to our Author as to any advantage 
he can b to himſelf from theſe Words. In 
as much as though it does not come quite up to 
what the Anſwerer contends for, yet it is no 
way reconcileable to that ſame Mixture, for which 
our Author is ſo Zealous, and ſo is not to his 
purpoſe. 5 


To the Teſtimony of Theodor us Mop ſueſtenis, 


our Author + oppoſes that of Origen, but Origen 
being already ſhewn, + not to anſwer his defign, 
Theodor therefore remains unſhaken, by what 
is faid againſt him. F 
Next follows a Paſſage out of a Treatiſe at- 


tributed to St. Ar henaſius, à, i nere hib W 
Sault d,: as If he had poured his own Blood into 
the Cup. Which I take to be a juſter Interpreta- 


tion, than that of this Author, * As if he bad 
mixt his own Blood in (or within) the Cup; for 
theſe Reaſons. Firlt, becauſe 23 with an Accu- 
ſative Caſe, fignifies molt properly into, not in. 
Next, becauſe it cannot be literally and truly ſaid 
of our Saviour, that he really mingled his Blood. 
And our Author is forced therefore to fly to a 
Myſtical and Symbolical Senſe tor introducing his 


* " — 4 


N. f. K. Pt. I p. 52. + App. p. 187. f Ofthis Reply, p. 
69, Cc. * App. p. 188. 
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Expoſition of the Words. And again, Laſtly, be. 


cauſe whereas e hs + to age proves be- 
[ 


fore the x, of the Euchariſtical Wine, to. .- 


niſy a Mixture, J can by no means admit of any 
ſuch Proof having been given, if he means that 
it conſtantly ſignifies ſo; as he muſt mean if he 


ſpeak at all to the putpoſe. Nor do I meet 
with any thing here, that may ſatisfy me or any 
one elſe, that St. Cyprian does any way explain 
theſe Words, by calling the Wine the Blood of 
Chriſt, and the Water the faithful People; both 


becauſe this Diſtinction does not come home to 


our Point, and again, becauſe there is no Foun- 
dation for it in Scripture, where our Saviour 
ſpeaks nothing of any Water in the Euchariſt, 
but only of the Wine. And howſoever he ar- 
gues, that though the Author of this Treatiſe 
might be miftaken in his Reaſoning upon the 
Mixture, yet his making one part of that 
Mixture a Repreſentation of Chriſt's Blood, 3s 
a manifeſt Proof that he thought Chriſt's Blood 
might be mixed, all this appears to me to be 
pure imagination, in as much as there is not 
any hint of ſuch a Mixture in the Words here 


produced by the Anfſiverer. And to build up- 


on a contrary Suppofition, is to beg the Que- 


ſtion, not to prove it. 


Thus having particularly conſidered the im- 
portance of the Words, eum, Miſceo, &c. 
and having ſhewn that they do not always, 
and neceſſarily ſuppoſe a Mixture, we come 
now to enquire into the Authorities brought, 
for proving the Neceſſity of a Mixture of Wa 
ter in the Euchariſtick Cup. . 


4 App. p. 189. 
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And the Firſt of the Ancients cited to this 
purpoſe is Fuſtin Martyr, who is not only. 
cited for it, but. pretended again and again to. 
bear ſuch Teſtimony to it, as is by no means 


to be found in him. And here in anſwer to 


not give any the leaſt intimation of a Mixture. 


our Author || affirms, that Juin Martyr te- 
ſtifies. the Apoſtles did adminiſter that very 
Mixture, of - which Daillee ſays. they gave no 
Intimation. And for the Proof of this he re- 
terrs not to Fuſtin Martyr, in whom no ſuch 
thing is to be found; but to p. 18. of his 


N 


own ioregoing Diſcourſe, where indeed Juſtia 
lay.. it, but by the help of ſich. 


is made to 


avowed Imerp lations and Corruptions, as force 


him to ſpeak very differently from what he 
ſays in his own pure and uncorrupted Wri- 
tings. As every one may eaſily ſee, who will 
be at the pains of ſtriking out all the ground - 
leſs Inſertions he finds there, and leaving Ju- 


ſtint Words fairly to ſtand by themſelves. For 


ſo he will quickly perceive the truth of Dail- 
lees. Doctrine, that he Apoſtles gave. no Inti- 
nation of a Mixture. For all that is {aid by 
Fuſtin concerning our Saviour's Inſtitution is 


only this; The Apoſtles in thoſe Records of 


theirs called the Goſpels, teach that Feſis com- 
manded . them thus; that having taken Bread 
and given thanks, he ſaid, Do this in remem- 
brance of me: This is my Body; and likewiſe 
having taken the Cup and given thanks . be 
ſaid Ihis is my Blood. In which Words who- 
ſoever can find out any Intimation of a Mix- 
ture, muſt have a clearer and beiter Eye-fight 
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than I can pretend to, here being neither Wa- 
ter nor Wine ſo much as once mentioned, but 
only the Cup. So that tho* Zuſtin teaches a 


Mixture to have been in Uſe in his own 


time, he is far enough from affirming our 


Bleſſed Saviour to have uſed it in his Inſti- 
tution, or his Apoſtles after him. And by con- 


ſequence, ſince Daillees Argument muſt hold, 
till the Fozndation of it ſhall be removed, 
there is no fear of its vaniſhing in my time, 
T 

It follows, + The Objector a Second time re- 


currs to Daillee, and ſeems willing to fland 


by the Conſequences of bis Argument, which is 
this: We know from Juſtin Martyr, that Va- 
ter was mixed with the Wine; but that any 


one was ever Condemned by bim as guilty of 


a ęrievom Sin, Jer Celebrating the Eucharift 


in Bread and Wine only, we do not Know. 


And is not the Reaſon of this plain? THERE 
NEVER HAD BEEN ONE INSTANCE IN 
Juſtin's TIME, OF A PERSON-THAT DID 
ADMINISTER IN BREAD AND WINE 
ONLY. This is boldly affirmed, but in reali- 
ty ſignifies. nothing at all, unleſs an Inſtance 


could be given of at leaſt one, that before 


this had uſed a Mixture. He tells us again, 


* Juſtin Martyr. has informed ws, that Bread, 
Wine, and Water, are the Matter ef the Eu- 


chariftical Inſtitution, and were expreſsly en- 
joined by our Lord's Command. But he may 


aſſure himſelf, a Thouſand Repetitions of this 
groundleſs Aſſertion, is not to be compared 
with one plain Proof of it. And it is only 


— 


+ App. p. 183, P. 184. 


for 


os nr tym 
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for want of this, chat our Complaint is, and 


muſt be. 


| Ireneus affinns the Cup to be of the Creature, 
which ſurely, ſays the Anſwerer, * world bave. 


w. + # ,* 
. 


| if 
be had meant it of Water as well gs Wine, And 


to this our Author replys, +. Ibis Father is ar- 
guing againſt. thaſe whe denied the Body to be ca- 
pable of Immontalisy; and this he undertook to 
| ariſtick Bread and Cup, 
which though our Bodys are nouriſhed by them, 
our Lord nevertheleſs declared to be his own Bo- 
dy and Blood; and there is no reaſon to queſti- 
S, being hereby become his Mem- 
bers, ſhall hence be made immortal. Hereupon 


been of the Guatures in the Plural Number, 


prove from the 


on, but our Bodys, 


ſays our Author, dw © «lia can never be inter- 


preted in our Author's Senſe, who: confines it to 


a particular Species of the Creatian, whereas it 
takes in the: whole, and is uſæd by this Father. to 


expreſs the: Material Univerſe. This be is plea- 
ſed to affirm. But he has not given any good 


reaſon, why f the Creatures would not have an - 
ſwered the Fathers deſign as Well to all intents 
and purpoſes. For are not Wine and Water as 
properly repreſentative of Human Blood, as the 
whole Material World, of which they are parts, 
and which he ſuppoſes, to, have been inſtituted 
by our Lord for that vem cd; which is more 
than can be ſaid af the Material Univerſe ?: He 
adds, He doeit ust ſay the Cup, which is the Crea- 
ture, but which is of the Creature, And if this 
makes any Alteration, L muſt neceſſarily conclude 


* cat. 


Pit to be on our fide 3 beeauſe; Wine and Water are 


tightly: ſaid to be gf: the Creature, if taken to 
mean the whole Maſs of the Material World, in- 


— 


| * N. ſ, R, Pt. J. P · 51. : 1. Arp. p. 184. | 
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[88% 
aſmnch as they are Parts of it, which however 
ſuits not ſo well with the Whole, which is truly 
the Creature, but not of the Creature, as neither 

being a Part, nor a Production of itſelf. He has 
another Attempt to maintain his notion, but is 
as unhappy in it, as in this now mentioned. We 
have, ſays he, almoſi the ſanie Expreſſion in 8. 
Paul, ohen be tells us, that the firſt Man was of the 
Earth, hat is as he himſelf explains it, Earthly; 
ſo when Irenæus ſays, the Cup was of the Crea- 
ture, he doubtleſs means created. But now here 
are two very conſiderable differences between this 
Inſtance of S. Paul, and that before us; 1ſt. that 
S. Paul ſpeaks only of one fingle Perſon, he 
Firſt Man, and ſo did not need a Plurality to re- 
preſent him; and again he had but one Earth to 
repreſent him by, and ſo could with no Proprie- || < 
ty ſpeak of more. Whereas the Cup our Au- || * 
thor ſuppoſes to conſiſt of two different Parts, or 
Species of Matter; were this really fo it would have 
been beſt expreſſed or explained by both of them. 
And ſo a Plurality would have come in moſt f| 7 
properly in this Caſe, whereas there was no room |} 7 
for it in the other. And by confequence our Au- 
thor here, inſtead of contradiQing or diſproving | 74 
the Anſwerer*s Argument, offers rather at the n 
port and Eſtabliſhment of i. 3 
What is largely pleaded in the following Pa- de 
ges * in favour of the Mixture, I have ſo fully 
confidered already, that I may. conclude without | wl 
ary ' farther proof, that it is impoſſible for any pla 
Words of ſo ambiguous an Interpretation, as thoſe | __ 
referred to by the Author of the Defence, and 
this Gentleman after him, to vince a Certainty . 1 
of his Senſe of them. Though we all know, tur; 
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nothing leſs than a Certainty can ever cteate an 
Efſentiality. What is doubtful and ambiguous 
can amount at beſt, but to à probability; 
and whether there is ſo much as a probability 
in this Caſe, is ſubmitted to the Judgment of the 
Impartial Reader. Eſpecially if he will be at 
the trouble of turning back to P. 51. of the 
former Part of the No ſufficient Reaſon, where 
two Paſſages are cited from this Father, of which 
I do not obſerve any notice has been taken by 
our Author, though I cannot but think they 


might have been thought worth his Confidera- 


tion. The former is, F He promiſed to drink of 
the Fruit of the Vine with his Diſciples, bereby 
ſhewing both the Earthly Inheritance, in which the 
new Fruit of the Vine 1s drunk, and the Reſurre- 
tion of the Fleſh of bis Diſciples, and a little af- 
ter, & he ſpeaks of the Drink which is from the 
Vine. Which, ſays the Anſwerer, can be nothing 
elſe but Wine; and then puts this Queſtion, 
which I defire may be well conſidered; can it be 
thought, that he would have delivered himſelf in 
this manner, if be had believed a Mixture of Wa- 
ter neceſſary with the Vine? It follows, || Le- 
neuss C 

and here the Anſwerer tells as, that the Fathers 
Words are by no means rightly tranſlated. As in- 
deed they are not. But this Objeclion, ſays this 
Gentleman, being —_— anſwered p. 23, and ſeg. 
which makes it neceſſary to look back to that 
place. And there we ſhall find ſuch uncertain 
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Promiſit bibere de generatione vitis cum ſuis Diſcipu- 
lis, urrumq; oftendens, & hæreditatem terræ, in qua bibi- 
tur nova generatio vitis, & carnalem Reſurrectionem Diſci- 
pulorum ejus. 1. 5. c. 33. 
Ibid, f 


Qui ex vite accipitur potus. 


Cri- 


App. p. 191. 


harge againſt the Ebionites comes next; 
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Criticiſins, and ſuch Complaints of Corruption, 


as if they were all granted him, which pet is 
more than I can ſee any Neceſſity for, would ne- 


ver ſuffice to prove a Certainty of what is con- 
tended for. And an Uncertainty is a very ill 


Foundation whereypon to erect an ESSENTIA- 


A Second Objection was, f It is beyond Que- 


ſtion, that it was the Wine, not the Water, Ire- 
næus argues for. And is not this eaſily ac- 
counted for? ſays our Author, * The Ebionites 
did not rejeft the Water, but the Wine, and 
therefore needed no Argument where they were 
already convinced. Yet that he might ſer them 
right in their Notions, had the Father been tru- 


ly of our Authors Opinion, it would not 


have been amiſs to have told them, not only 
that they erred in not uſing Wine, but that 


both Wine and Water were abſolutely neceſſa- 


ry to the being of the Euchariſß the one as 
much as the other. And we may reaſonably 
ſuppoſe he would have ſaid ſo; and ſince he 
did not, it is a juſt Concluſion that therefore 


he did not look upon the Water as equally 


neceſſary. But let us a little. conſider our 
Author's Anſwer, The Ebionites did not rejell 


he Water but the Wine, and therefore nced- 


ed no Argument where they were already con- 
vinced. As much as to ſay, the Father re- 
proved them for not uſing Wine in the Eu- 
chariſt, therefore all elſe are neceſſarily and 
indiſpenſably obliged to uſe Water with their 
Wine. He muſt be extreamly quick - fighted, 
that can eſpy any conſequence in this. 


” 4 A : a 6 1 — p ” 1 
— — 1 9 4 — 


I N. I. K. Pt. E P. gl. * App. p. 192. 


It 


my 


ir 
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It was argued again, & that Trenevs calls 
the Ebionites Cup, which our Author declares 
to conſiſt of Water only, Commixtionem ſuam; 
2 manifeſt Inſtance that he did not mean ſo 
much by Commixtionem, as our Author inferrs 
from it, and as is abſolutely neceſſary for his 
Argument, Yet our Author will have this 
Word to denote a Mixture; and that it is 
uſed here Catachreſtically to fignify ſo. As much 
as to ſay, Ireneus ſpeaks of a Mixture, thar 
was indiſputably unmixed. And I would beg 
leave to ask him ſeriouſly, whether he be fo 
very ſure he is in the right, as that a Man 
may ſafely venture his Salvation upon it? Be- 
cauſe unleſs he be ſo, all his Rhetorick about 
it, is purely thrown away. So that upon the 
whole of what has been ſaid in relation to 
Ireneus, I may juſtly conclude, there is no 
proof of the Eſſentiality of the Mixture in 
the Euchariſt, to be colleQed from him. 

The next Evidence produced by our Author 
is Clemens Alexandrinus, and juſt as much to 
the purpoſe as the former. And as tc him, 
ſays our Author, I ſhall referr the Reader 19 
what 1 have ſaid upon his leſtimony, p. 35, 
and ſeg. Here therefore I have, according to 
his direction, ſeriouſly conſidered and exami- 
ned what is ſaid there, and am fully convin- 
ced that it were enough for me to take the 
{ame courſe, and referr ro what the Anſwerer 
had ſaid, V. /. R Pt. I. p. 54, c. As ſtill 
wanting an Anſwer after all that our Author 
referrs his Reader to. For it is not very rea- 
ſonable to ſuppoſe, that one of the darkeſt 
and leaſt intelligible Paſſages in a whole Au- 
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[ 90 } 


thor, ſhould be pitched upon as the Standard 


of his Opinion; and his DoQtrine gathered, 


not from what is plain and clear in him, but 


from what is hardly capable of a rational 


Conſtruction, and which our Author himſelf 
knows not how to build an Argument upon, 
otherwiſe than by the help of a fruitful In- 


vention. The Words on which he founds his 
Evidence are theſe, || The great Cluſter | mean- 
ing that brought from the Land of Canaan 
by Foſhua and his Companions ] the Logos 


. who was preſſed for us, this Logos, the Blood 
of the Grape, ordering that itſelf ſhould be 


mixed with Water, Upon which Words [I 


would obſerve, 


1. Here is an unaccountable Tranſition from 
the Nominative to the Genitive Caſe, from 
* 6 abs to 28 aoyz, without any appearance of a 
Reaſon for ir. Which makes 12 Words not 
ſo eaſily intelligible, as our Author ſuppoſes 
them to be. | 

2. The more Natural Conſtruction of the 
Words ſeems to be, the Logos being willing 
to be mixt with the Water of the Blood of the 
Grape. Which will not at all anſwer our 
Author's Deſign. | RN 

3. Theſe Words, in his own Tranſlation, 
The Logos, the Blood of the Grape, ordering 
that itſelf ſhould be mixed with Water, is an 


undeniable Intimation that this Father did not 


apprehend he Blood of the Grape, to mean 


& 4 * 


— 
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any thing more than pure Wine, becauſe o- 
therwiſe there could have been no occaſion for 
ordering it to be mixed with Water. 
Clemens, a few lines after, in the laſt 
Words of our Authors Citation, profeſſes the 
Mixture in the Euchariſt to be, (not of Wine 
and Water, but) of the Drink and the Logos. 
And This, ſays our Author himſelf, * Thzs 
Mixture of the Drink with the Logos, 7s 
"ow by Conſecration, and is called the Eucha- 
riſt. tu 
F. Our Author's account of Clemens Do- 


| Arine is not ſo plain, as that he could think 


ir ſufficient for his purpoſe of itſelf, and 
therefore in his Interpretation of it, he found 
it neceſſary to inſert ſuch Words, as Clemens 
ſays nothing of. For thus he expreſſes him- 
ſelf, F As the Fuice of the Canaanitiſh Grape 
was exhauſted in the Wine-preſs, that it might 
be mixt with Water, and be the Feſtroal-Drink 
in the Land of their Inhertance, ſo was the 
Blood of the Abu, exhauſted on the Croſs, that 


it might alſo be mixed with Water, and be 


the Chriſtian Banquet: For this was his own 
Inſtitution; *Twas the Will of the lbs that 
himſelf repreſented by the Blood of the Grape, 
ſhould be mixed with Water. This indeed 
ſpeaks home to the Point. But I will oblige 
myſelf to give up the Cauſe, if this lartes 
Clauſe, ſo was the Blood of the Aiys Kut 
ed on the Croſs, that it might alſo be mixedq 
with Water, and be the Chriſtian Banquet: For 
this was his own Inſtitution, be to to found 
in what Clemens ſays. And it is no Necom- 
mendation of a Teſtimony , that it wants to 
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be ſupported by ſuch indirect means, nor of 
an Author, that he makes uſe of them accor- 
dingly. OE 
6. It being the Humanity of our Saviour, 
and his Sufferings in it, that the Mixture is 
deſigned to repreſent, I would gladly be taught, 
where this Humanity is called the Aiy©&, or 
how it comes to be ſo. 

7. And laſtly. There are ſeveral other Ex- 
preſſions in this ſame Citation that are very 
dark and myſterious, befides this now infiſted 
upon. Particularly it is no eaſy task to ſhew, 
how the Blood of Chriſt is mixed with Salua- 
tion, after the ſame manner that the Wine 
and Water are mixed together; nor how it 
appears he had N71vy diu, two ſorts of Blood, 
one whereby we are redeemed from Corruption, 
and another wherewith we are anointed; nor 
again how to partake of our Lord's Immorta- 
ity, is to drink his Blood. Theſe are intri- 


ate and enigmatical Expreſſions, and ſuch as 


puzzle other Interpreters to explain and give 
a Reaſon of them. Yet the Author of the 
Detence could profeſs, * that As for Clemens 
Alexandrinus, nothing can be fuller to the pur- 
pojce. Though every one muſt ſee, how ob- 
ſcute and ambiguous his Expreſſions are, and 
how little ro the purpoſe can be inferred from 
any, or all of them. 

Eſpecially confidering that it had been ob- 
ſerved, in the Anſwer to the Defence, f not 


only that this Father affirms our Saviour Him. 


Self partcok of WINE, without mentioning any 
Water; as neither doth he in the next Words, 
He bleſſed WINE, ſaying, take, drink, Cc. 


- 


8 


* Def. p. 6. + N. ſ. R. Pt. I. p. 36. 


L931 
| | (both which Inſtances, though well deſerving 
our Author's ſerious Conſideration, he is plea- 
ſed however to throw off, under the Notion 
„Jof Negative Arguments, as if no regard were 
S to be had to ſuch;) but at another time he 
„is very poſitive in atteſting, that chart was 
ri blefſed, as much as to ſay, all that was bleſ- 
ſed, was Wine. And this I hope he will not 
- | pretend to call 2 Negative Argument. 
J Now comes St. Cyprian. And it had been 
d | unqueſtionably ſhewn “ that he makes Water 
„alone, always to fignify the other Sacrament 
- | of Baptiſm, + and that he poſitively teaches, 
e || zhe Blood of Chriſt, is NOT WATER BUT 
t WINE; that Noah exhibiting a Type of what 
I, ſhould afterwards come to paſs, drank NOT 
„ {WATER BUT WINE, and /o expreſſed the 
＋ Image | of our Lord's P aſhon ; that We ſee the 
- | Sacrament of our Lord's Sacrifice, prefigured in 
- | the Prieſt Melchiſedeck, and that he brought 
S || forth Bread and WINE, not a Mixture but 
e || only Bread and WINE, that When the Blood 
Ee | of the Grape is mentioned, the Wine of the 
Lord's Cup is ſhewn; that Water cannot make 
"- | Garments red, nor is Water in the Wine-preſs, 
>» | 2nd trodden out from thence, and Wine there- 
d ore is mentioned, that the Lord's Blood may 
n | be under ſtood, and what was ſhewn afterwards 
in the Lord's Cup, might be forstold by the 
)- | Declarations of the Prophets; And again, ſeeing 
Tt our Lord at the Marriage made Wine of the 
?- | Water, it is perverſeneſs and contradiction to 
y | make Water of the Wine, and the Myſtery of 
S, || that Change ſhould infiruf and teach us, that 
c. | we are rather to offer Wine in the Lord's Sa- 
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94 ] 
_ crifice. Upon Conſideration of all which Paſ- | (art 
ſages in this Father, the Anſwerer leaves it] pore, 
to any Man to judge, || whether St. Cyprian # v 
could be of opinion, that Water was à neceſſa- inci 
15 indiſpenſable Part of our Saviour's Inſtitu- viel 
tion, and the Want of it a juſt Cauſe for] utru 
Breach of Communion, with thoſe that uſe it] invi 
not. And hereto our Author's reply is 4 that] /efte 
at other times St. Cyprian declares in expreſs} War, 
Terms, that Chriſt both by his Practice and] Win 
Command taught, that the Cup ſhould be mixed} + w 
with Wine and Water, and that neither Mine] but 
wirhout Water, nor Water without Wine 1s thel ends 
Cup of the Lord, but the Mixture of bath to- Chri 
gether; and that he muſt be interpreted agree-| ſays 
ably to himſelf; adding a little after, When bel ſays 
Sums up the Argument ( which by the by is OF ( 
the beſt Explanation of the foregoing Diſcourfe )| be 03 
he teſtifies, that the Cup which has not Water] OU 
in it as well as Wine, is not the Cup of the and 
Lord. But what Argument is he here Sum] each 
ming up? One would think upon reading 
theſe Words, it was the Argument we arg < 
now upon. But let a Man look at the Ene 
of the Epiſtle, and he. will be mightily at 44 
loſs to find any ſuch recapitulation there. 
Nevertheleſs let him caſt his Eye back tq cauſc 
p. 154. Edit. Ox. and there he will readily Belic 
find that it is not the Summing up of thq der 
whole Cauſe, but of that peculiar Notion off ſpeal 
his, that * the Water fignifies the People, and nor 
the Wize the Blood of Chriſt, and the Mixturq as tl 
the Union that is betwixt Chriſt and Bef to be 
lievers. And then it follows, Sic autem in Paul 
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. ſantificando calice Domini, offerr1 aqua ſola non 
ith yoteſt, quomodo nee vinum ſolum poteſt; nam 
an # vinum tantum quis offerat , ſanguis Chriſti 
a- 2 eſſe fine nobis; ſi vero aqua ſit ſola, 
. plebs incipit efſe ſine Chriſto: Quando autem 
or ¶ utrumq; miſcetur, & adunatione confuſd ſibi 
it invicem copulatur, ſacramentum ſpiritale & cæ- 
lat] leſte perficitur. In ſanctiſying the Lord's Cup, 
eſs} Water alone may not be offered, as neither may 
nd Wine alone. But then pray mark his Reaſon, 
ed} + which is not becauſe our Lord ſo appointed, 
ine] but becauſe it will not otherwiſe anſwer the 
the ends of his Scheme, about the relation betwixt 
70] Chriſt and the People; of which our Saviour 
et · fays not a Word in his Inftitution. Becauſe 
bell ſays he, if any one offers Wine only, the BLOOD 
is OF CHRIST begins to be without US, or if it 
e)] be only Water, the PEOPLE begin to be WITH- 
ter} OUT CHRIST. But when both are mingled, 
the] and by a — uniting ate incorporated with 
im. each other, the Spiritual and Heavenly Sacra» 
ing] ment is perfelled. And hereupon it follows, 
ard Sic vero calice, &c. Thus the Cup of the Lord 
End zs not Water alone, nor Wine alone, but a Mix- 


t al ture of both together. That is to ſay, accord- 


ere] ing to this notion of his it muſt be ſo, be- 

td cauſe otherwiſe this Union between Chriſt and 
ily Believers is not repreſented. But then the Rea- 
tha der is to remember, that neither St. Cyprian 
| off ſpeaks here a Word of our Saviour's Inſtitution, 
and nor had our Saviour ſaid a Word of this Union 
turd as the End of his ordaining the Cup. That was 


Bel to be for the remembrance of himſelf; or as St. 


ii Paul expreſſes it, to. ſhew forth the Lord's Death 


75 


2 


+ This had been urged by the Anfwerer, in N. f. R. 


iftiy Pt. I. p. 65. and our Author had nothing to ſay for it, 
| tl 
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till he come, not to teach the Relation between f 7) 
Chriſt and Believers; which yet is all St. Cypri- 725 
an inſiſts upon in this Place. And here by the offer 
way, I muſt take leave to complain, of a ſort har 
of Artifice in this Writer, that to make his B 
Argument look ſomewhat plauſible, he has ven- ent 
tured to tack theſe Words together, Chriſt I nero, 
taught both by his Praftice and Command, for Wor- 
ſo he renders docuerit exemplo magiſterij ſui, ſis pl 
that he might claim a Divine Command. for reg 
his Water; he has tacked theſe together, I ſay, I ſay 
Chriſt taught both by bis PRACTICE and COM-fthat 
MAND, that the Cup ſhould be mixed withflſame 
Wine and Water, and that neither Wine with. ore 
out Water, nor Water without Wine is the CupBread 
of the Lord. Whereas theſe are two diftintÞBlooc 
Paſſages at ſome Pages diſtance from each o- Wine 
ther. And though the former ſays our Saviourſbeen 
taught by bis authoritatroe Example to uſe aſthat! 
Mixt Cup, yet here is no proof that he com · Iuffici 
manded ſuch a Mixture to be always uſed, asBlood 
our Author teaches. And much leſs will theſehifeſtl 
Words confirm the other Clauſe that comes, ash Nec 
I ſaid, ſome Pages after, and is only an Infe-Ftick C 
rence St. Cyprian makes with reſpect to his fore-Js,any 
mentioned notion, about the Wine's repreſent-ſes a/! 
ing Chriſt, and the Water the People. WithÞ/y zo. 
which notion an unmixt Cup will not wellfoncilt 


howſoever our Author would have it thoughtſyt pre 
out the Wine, is the Lord's Cup. Whereto If 


there is. However he proceeds to tell us, Thzs 
anſwer, St. Oprian has plainly faid in the for- arm 


conſiſt. But I am ſure there is nothing thatſor it, 
looks like a Divine Command for the Water, his Dc 
is plainly the Martyrs Senſe, that neither the 
Wine without the Water, nor the Water witb- .* 
r vinun 
N. . 


met 
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mer part of his Epiſtle, * Who is more a Prieſt 
en 7 moſt high God, than our Lord Ft ſus Chriſi? 
ri- Who offered 4 Sacrifice to God the Father, and 
he offered this ſame that Melchiſedeck had offered, 
ort that is Bread and Wine, namely his Body and 
nis Bo. This our Author calls « Negative Argu- 
n- I nent, and owns the Anſwerer had heaped up a nu- 


iſt Inerous Collection of ſuch. Yet it is certain the 


for Words are all poſitive and plain, howſoeyer he 
41, lis pleaſed to call this and the like, dowbrful! Fx- 
for [pre/frons, and Negative Arguments. The Words 


ay, I ſay are plain and 3 expreſsly affirming, 


M. that our Saviour offered to God the Father the 
it h Iſame Sacrifice that Melchiſedeck had offered be; 
tb-ffore him, and that was Bread and Wine, which 
-upBread and Wine were our Saviour's Body and 


net Rlood. And if this be true, that Bread and 


o- Wine was all that our Saviour offered, as it ha 
ourſbeen fully proved , by the Anſwerer, + to be all 
aſthat his Type Melchiſedeck offered, and this was 
>m-Pufficient to repreſent our Saviour*s Body and 
 asPlood, as theſe Words neceſſarily imply, it ma- 
eſeÞifeſtly follows. that there neither is, nor can be, 
„ asg Neceſſity of Water to conſtitute the Euchari- 
fe · tick Cup. Nor does our Author ſhew that there 
ore-· , any otherwiſe than by pleading that St. Cyprian, 
ent- E/ all other Writers, muſt be interpreted agreea- 
/ ithÞ/y to himſelf. Why then does he not try to re- 
vellfoncile him to himſelf? I know but one Reaſon 
thatfor it, and that is ſuch as would not ſuit with 
iter, pis Doctrines. Which is this; Though the Mar- 
ght yr preſſes a Mixture as neceſſary upon his fore- 
wy _ 


the Po 
11th .* Quis magis ſacerdos Dei ſummi, quam Dominus no+ 
ro [$7 Jeſus Chriſtus? Qui Sacrificium Deo patri obtulit, & 
btulit hoc idem quod Melchiſedeck obtulerat, id is panem 
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mentioned Scheme, of ſhewing forth the Union 
betwixt Chriſt and the Faithful, he is of Opinion 
that Wine is ſufficient, without Water, to re- 
preſent our Saviour's Blood ſhed for us, accord- 
ing to his own Inſtitution. And by conſequence, 
if he believed our Saviour to have had Water in 
his Cup, yet he believed him not to have had it 
as neceſſarily there, nor to have enjoined it to 
his Diſciples as an Eſſential Part of that Ordi- 
nance. And if this be not the true Senſe of what 


the Father ſays, p. 152. I beg our Author to tell 


what is, || It was a mixt Cup the Lord offered, 
but it was the Wine he declared to be his Blood. 
And yet once more, ſays our Author, zor is it 
any Ohjection, that St. Cyprian in this EpifHe ex- 
Ae, requires to offer Wine in the Cup rather 
than Water. For this is uſed only as an Argu- 
ment ad hominem, and is levelled at the Aquarij, 
who adminiſtred in unmixed Water, and thought 
one part of the Cup a ſufficient Obſervation of the 
Inſtitution. If any Part is to be omitted, ſays the 
Martyr, it ought to be the Water, But what is 
then become. of the Eſſentialiiy? I thought this 
was not to be diſpenſed with upon any Terms. 
The learned Author of the Defence has taught 
us, + If our Bleſſed Saviour drank the mixed Cut 
himſelf, it is plain we ought to drink it ſo too; 
for he commanded his Diſciples to do what he hai 
done. But that our Lord drank the Cup mixt, | 
concerve, is Evident from the Paſchal Cuſtom 
from the Phraſeology of the Fewiſh Language, and 
from the Teſtimonies of the higheſt Antiquity. And 
this our Author himſelt acknowledges, in plain con- 


„ 1 


2 


Qua in parte invenimus calicem mixtum fuiſſe uem 
ominus obtulit, & vinum fuiſſę, quod ſanguinem ſuum 
dixit. 4 Defence p. 28. : | 


tradition 
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tradition to what he produces from St. Cypri- 
an, b If the Water was mixed with the Wine 
at the Inſtitution, it muſt be of equal Neceſſity 
with it, becauſe we are commanded to drink what 
Chriſt drank, AND CANNOT THEREFORE 
DISPENSE WITH ONE PART OF THE 
CUP, ANY MORE THAN THE OTHER. 
Now if our Lord thus uſed the Water, and 
commanded his Diſciples to do ſo too, how 
comes the Wine to be more Eſſential than the 


Water, or how can the latter be diſpenſed with 


more than the former, when they are ſuppoſed 
to be both equally enjoined , and conſequently 
equally neceſſary? I cannot but conclude that 
our Author in this one Conceſſion, has given up 
his whole Cauſe unleſs he will grant that Eſſen- 
tials may be parted with. Which on the other 


Hand will be, to leave himſelf and his Friends, 


without any Plea for their New Separation. 
Next our Author comes to the great Conteſt 
about the Obſervation of Eaſter; And here he ar- 
gues, * The Anſwerer replies, that the Queſtion 
was not about what the Apoſtles did, that is, ſays 
he, whether both theſe Traditions proceeded from 
Apoſtolical Original, or not. But this Expoſi- 
tion of his needs a farther Explication. For 
either theſe Traditions are ſuppoſed to have 
meerly ariſen from Apoſtolical Practice and Ex- 
ample; and then the Return made by the 
Anſwerer, is very juſt; that The Queſtiion 


is not about what the Apoſtles did, but about 


what influence their Example had had upon 
their Followers, and whether each Party was 
not too warmly and unjuſtifiably attached to 
their own fide. Or elſe, theſe different Ob- 
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ſervations might have been ſuppoſed to have 
had more than barely Example for them, and 
have been ſome way enjoined by the Apoſtles 
from whom they were both derived. And 
then the Anſwerer's Queſtion is very pertinent, 
Whether Tradition bad ſettled®* this Matter ſo 
ſurely, as that no contentions aroſe about it, 
nor any great Men engaged on both ſides 2 
Take it which way you will, the great Heats 


and Animofities of the two contending Parties 


ſhew very plainly, that there muſt have been 
great Error amongſt them, or they could ne- 
ver have come to that height of Oppoſition, 
as to attempt a moſt deſtructive Breach, for 
which they could not poſſibly have juſt Cauſe 
from any directions of the Apoſtles. And ſo 
this Inſtance is rightly produced, ro ſhew that 
S. Cyprian might be out in bis Tradition for 
the Mixture. | We 0 
And that the other, that of the Millennium 
is ſo too, our Author does not take upon him 
„ e 
As neither does he ſay any thing, touching 
the many Spurious Writings ſent into the 
World, in the early times of Chriſtianity, and 
the Miſchief done by them. 1 
Nor to the truly Apoſtolical Uſage of the 
Holy Kiſs, the Love-Feafts, and the Order of 
Deaconeſſes, Cc. which though in reality of 
Apoſtolical Inſtitution, are not thought neceſ- 
ſary to be reſtored. 2 
Nor any thing more to the ancient Uſage 
of Communicating Infants, ſince left off and 
not defired to be reftored, than that he repre- 
Tefts it 1 as an indifferent Matter, that may 
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be either uſed or let alone. The very fame 
thing that we ſay of the Mixture, confidered 


barely in itſelf, and without regard to our 


| 
| 
; 
| | Conſtitution. 

| I confeſs he again pleads the Talmud for 
» | the uſe of the Water; but that I have alrea- 
, | dy conſidered, || and will not trouble the Rea- 
? | der with a needleſs Repetition. 

S It had been objected, + that our Bleſſed Sa- 
Ss vioar gives not the leaſt hint of any thing 
1 | more in the Cup, than the Fruit of the Vine, 
- | ray, that in S. Matth. 26. 29. be ſays THIS 
„ || Fruit of the Vine; as if be bad deſigned pur- 
r poſely to acquaint us, that what be had juſt 


given his Diſciples to drink, was purely the 


r 

c 

o | Fruit of the Vine, Wine and nothing elſe. 
t | And hereupon it was argued , that had our 
r || Saviour ſaid upon giving the Cup, I will drink 
Io more of this Water, &c. every one would 
n | immediately have underſtood the Cup, to be filled 
n {with Water, and to have no Wine in it. Why 
I bben, when be ſays, he will drink no more of this 
g Fruit of the Vine, ſhould we not likewiſe underſtand 
him to mean, that it was Wine without Water? 
With more to the ſame purpoſe. And the An- 
iwerer complained, þ that the learned Author of 


le the Defence had taken no notice of it. And ſo 
f [either has the Author of the Appendix; and 
}f Por what Reaſon I leave themſelves to declare. 
{- From hence to the end of the No ſufficient 


Reaſon Pt. I. that is from the 78h. Page to the 
20th. there are only three or four Particulars 
ouched at; which when I ſhall have a little 
onſidered, I may take leave of this Author. 


| P.35. 4 No Regſon p. 19. I N. I. K. Ft. I. p. 77- 
i ; The 


cd * in relation to Melchiſedeck, that our Saui- 


202 J 
The firſt is & concerning the Melchiſedeckian 
Type. The Author of the No Reaſon had plead- 


our being an Antitype to him, who offered Bread 
and Wine, (and nothing elſe fo my as we know) 
was more likely to conform to him bercin, than 
20 the Cuſtoms of the Jews, ſuppoſing their Cup 
in bis iime to have been mixed, which, ſays he, 
Jam no: ſure it was; and though be bad inſti- | 
ruted his Euchariſt before they had done cating, h. 
which the Scripture aſſures us he did not. And 
though the Anſwerer had taken notice, that 70 th 
the latter part of theſe Words nothing was re- th 
plied by the learned Author of the Defence, our 

eſent Author has nevertheleſs trod in the ſame be 

eps, and faid no more to them than he. Nei- 
ther has he given a direct Anſwer to the for- of 
mer Words, nor to what follows in p. 83, 84, 
85, 86; but only tells as, S. Ferome, in the] *'8 
Paſſage produced by the Anſwerer, plainly op- 


oſes the fimple and pure Sacrifice of Bread 4 A 
— Wine, to the carnal and bloody Sacrifices of onl 
he Fews. When the learned Author of the De. us 


Fence firſt mentioned this Citation of S. Peron, 
I he cautiouſly ſuppreſſed the latter part of it, as 2 
not being for his Service. And though our pre! ©4** 


ſent Author could not do ſo too, becanſe theſ 4 
Anſwerer had publiſhed them whole, as the in 7] 
ſtand in 8. Ferom; nevertheleſs to take off ſome Fw 


thing from the Emphaſis of the Expreſſion he ha: 
thought fit to tranſpoſe them; yet ſince he own f 
the Bread and Wine to be 4 ſimple and pure Sf 
erifice, I wiſh he would let us know how thei: 
Words intimate any thing of a Mixture, fince it 


4 
— 


5 App. p. 201. * p. 24. | 7 N. . R. Pt. 1. P · 8 
App. p. 262. J Def. p. 31. 3 * 


; + my 

their moſt natural fignification, q they are dirett- 
ly oppoſite to it, and mean moſt plainly Bread, 
without any other Mixture than what is neceſſa- 
ry to make it ſo, and Wine without any Mix- 


ture at all. Nor has our Author any thing to 


blead for himſelf from S. Zerom, but only a Paſ- 
age in the Commentaries on S. Mark, which 


Lond. hen 


Siætus Senenſit, not only denies to be S. Jerome, 
but gives undeniable Reaſons againſt their be- 


ing his. As Dr. Cave likewiſe puts it amongſt 
his Spurious Works. And Mr. Dz Pin rejeQts it 


as notoriouſly unworthy of him. Yet rather than 


this Father ſhould not be made to ſpeak for 
the Neceflity of the Mixture, though againſt his 
own Doctrine, theſe very Commentaries muſt 
be JR as Evidence, for want of better. 

He tells us next of a Myſtical Interpretation 
of the Mixture by S. Athanaſizs ; but as if he 
were confcious to himſelf of ſomething not 
right in it, he neither quotes Arhanaſius himſelf, 


nor intimates out of what part of his Works 


P Arroque, or Combeſis had it, and ſo we have 
only his own Word for it. 
And now the only remaining Evidence under this 


head is Eaſebius, whom the Anſwerer 4 had appeal- 
ed to, for theſe Words, | "Ove dd move x, ago? AC, 


daoyev, Melchiſedeck hleſfing Abraham with Wine 
only and Bread, He had cited S. Auguſtin likewiſe 
in the ſame Page. And this Gentleman had no- 
thing to object to him. But as to the former he aſ- 
ſerts, Euſebius does not call the MelchiſedeckianBleſ- 
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& And fo himſelf uſes the Word Pure, p. 207. when he de- 
clares Pure Wine to be the Fruit of the Tree, in oppofition 
to the Fruit of the Vine, which he there teaches to mean 
neceſſarily a Mixed Wine. * Biblioth. Sanc. I. 4. p. 251. 


t N. ſ. R. Pt. I. Poſiſ. p. 4. Il Demoſtr. 1, 5. c. 3. 
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ſing Wine only, in excluſion of Water, but in 
bpoſition to the duoia owyellial mentioned juſt be- 
ore. We don't read, ſays he, that Melchiſedeck 
uſed any brutal Sacrifices, but that be bleſſed A- 
braham with Bread and Wine only. Let this in 
my Opinion is plain enough againſt his ufing a 
Mixture. But it will be more plain, if the 
Words be placed in their proper order, as they 
are in Euſcbizs; for ſo they ſtand in him, be 
. Abraham with Wine only and Bread. 
here it is viſible he does not uſe the Plural 
wives, as relating to both the Bread, and the 
Wine, nor does he ſay Adverbially «ove, only 
with Bread and Wine, as our Author Soul! 
underſtand him, but %r wry V ple; with Wine 
only and Bread. Where Vine only is as diametri- 


| cally oppoſite to a Mixture, as Bread and Wine 


are to brutal Sacrifices. Beſides that the Argu- 


ment had been in all reſpeQts as full againſt 
the Sacrifice of Brutes, if this reſtraining __ 


Five had been left out, and he had faid only, 


with Wine and Bread. And ſo no other Reaſon 


can be given for the uſe of it, but merely to in- 
timate that Me/ch;/edeck's Cup had nothing but 
Wine in it. . 
The Second remaining Objection is concernin 
the Trullan Council. And as to this the An- 
ſwerer pleads, * If I were to take the latter defi- 


nitive part of this Canon alone, I ſhould, and fo 


I ſuppoſe would any one elſe, take it to be an 
undoubted prohibition, of the uſe of Water in 
the _ Cup. And this neither the learned Au- 
thor of the Defence, nor this Gentleman has yet 
denied. Then the Anſwerer ſubjoins the original 
Words of that parr of the Canon, in juſtification 


* N. . R. Pt. I. p. 92. "3 
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of his Aſſertion; If any Biſhop or Prieſt does not 
officiate according to the Apoſtles Appointment, 
and having mixed Water with the Wine, does ths © 
offer the unblemiſhed Sacrifice, let him be depoſed, 
as one that repreſents the Myſlery imperſedly, 
and innovates upon what was delivered. Where- 
upon this Gentleman profeſſes, he learned De- 
fender has given a much more exall Tranſlation of 
the Words than this. And referrs to p. 39 of the 
Defence for it. But turning to the Page, I find 
no Tranſlation of the Words there, either better 
or worſe: He exerciſes his Wit in drolling upon 
his Opponent, and endeavouring to expoſe and 
ridicule what he had ſaid ; but unleſs our Author 
can make this to be Tranſlating, I cannot but 
think he will be greatly at a loſs to make good 
his Aſſertion. He adds farther, that he has in- 
terpreted à Paſſage to a Conſiſtency with the 
other, Parts of the Canon, and corroborated bis 
Interpretation by the Authorities of Balſamon, Zo- 
naras, Ariſtenus, and Coriolano. Bur ſure if he 
has not interpreted it at. all, he has. not inter- 
preted it to ſuch a Conſiſtency. Beſides that the 
Anſwerer was at this time treating of 10 latter 
definitrve Part of the Canon alone, as taken by it- 
{ſelf ; whereas the learned Author of the Defence 
ſpeaks of it with relation to the preceding Part. 
And for three of his four corroborating Evidences, 
he had been told, t that Zonaras knew not how 
to reconcile this latter Clauſe to what went be- 
fore, but by adding the Negative Mi, to give at 4 
contrary Signiſication; whence I now obſerve, 
that this part of the Canon is in his Judgment, 
dn our fide againſt the Mixture, becauſe other- 

iſe he would not have taken upon him to in- 
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0 terpolate 
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ſing Wine only, in excluſion of Water, hut in 
oppoſirien to the duoias ovuedllixal mentioned juſt be- 
fore. We dont read, ſays he, that Melchiſedeck 

uſed any brutal Sacrifices, but that he bleſſed A- 
braham with Bread and Wine. only. Yet this in 
my Opinion is plain enough againſt his ufing a 
Mixture. But it will be more plain, if the 
Words be placed in their proper order, as they 
are in Euſcbius; for ſo they ſtand in him, he 
* Abraham with Wine only and Bread. 

here it is viſible he does not uſe the Plural 
xivers, as relating to both the Bread, and the 
Wine, nor does he ſay Adverbially «over, only 
with Bread and Wine, as our Author would 
underſtand him, but %%% wire V flo, with Wine 
only and Bread. Where Wine only is as diametri- 
cally oppofite to a Mixture, as Bread and Wine 


are to brutal Sacrifices. Beſides that the Argu- 


ment had been in all reſpeQts as full againſt 
the Sacrifice of Brutes, if this reſtraining Adje- 
Qive had been left out, and he had faid 7 75 
with Wine and Bread. And ſo no other Reaſon 
can be given for the uſe of it, but merely to in- 
timate that Me/chi/edeck's Cup had nothing but 
Wine in it. 1 3 
The Second remaining Objection is concerning 
the Trullan Council. And as to this the An- 
{werer pleads, * If I were to take the latter defi- 
nitiue part of this Canon alone, I ſhould, and ſo 
I ſuppoſe would any one elſe, take it to be an 
undoubted probibition, of the uſe of Water in 
the Holy Cup. And this neither the learned Au- 
thor of the Defence, nor this Gentleman has yet 
denied. Then the Anſwerer ſubjoins the original 
Words of that parr of the Canon, in juſtification 
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1 ſſerti on; F any Biſhop or Prieſt does not 


officiate according to the Apoſtles Appointment, 


and having mixed Water with the Wine, does bus 


offer the unblemiſhed Sacrifice, let him be depoſed, 
as one that repreſents the Myſlery imperſedly, 


and innovates upon what was delivered. Where- 


upon this Gentleman profeſſes, * the learned De- 


fender has given a much more exatt Tranſlation of 


the Words than this. And referrs to p. 39 of the 
Defence for it. But turning to the Page, I find 
no Tranſlation of the Words there, either better 
or worſe: He exerciſes his Wit in drolling upon 
his Opponent, and endeavouring to expoſe and 
ridicule what he had ſaid; but unleſs our Author 
can make this to be Tranſlating, I cannot: but 
think he will be greatly at a loſs to make good 
his Aſſertion. He adds farther, that he has in- 
terpreted a Paſſage to a Conſiſtency with the 
other, Parts of the Canon, and corroborated bis 
Interpretation by the Authorities of Balſamon, Zo- 
naras, Ariſtenus, and Coriolano. Bur ſure if he 
has not interpreted it at all, he has. not inter- 
preted it to ſuch a Confiltency. Beſides that the 
Anſwerer was at this time treating of zhe latter 
definitibe Part of the Canon alone, as taken by it- 
ſelf; whereas the learned Author of the Defence 
ſpeaks of it with relation to the preceding Part. 
And for three of his four corroborating Evidences, 
he had been told, + that Zonarat knew not how 
to reconcile this latter Clauſe to what went be- 


contrary Signification z whence I now obſerve, 
that this part of the Canon is in his Judgment, 
dn our fide againſt the Mixture, becauſe other- 
wiſe he would not have taken upon him to in- 
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fore, but by adding the Negative Mi, to give it 4 


terpolate 
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| terpolate it, in ſo groſs a manner; that 2 Corio- 
lano 2s pleaſed to take no notice of theſe Words, 
though as much a Part of the Canon as any, and 
to render the Canon thus; If any Biſhop or Preſ- 
byter offers not according to the Order delivered 
' by the Apoſtles, let him be depoſed, &c. As alſo 

Ariſtenus had done in theſe Words, If any there. || 

fore ſhall uſe Wine alone, or Water alone, and \ 
ut a Mixture, let him be depoſed ;, both of them | 
plainly dropping at leaſt, or rather contradict- ; 
ing the Words here inſiſted upon, dd amp wyrs, 
mixing Water with Wine, Which is a ſort of F ., 
Interpretation that I dare ſay our Author will | ., 
not take upon him to recommend, nor would be | 1 
brought to approve of in any other Inſtance. F 1 
And Balſamon, the only remaining Witneſs, | 
ſpeaks expreſsly of S. James Liturgy, appealed | „ 
to in this Canon, * that he and his Brethren did | „ 
not own it, though this is one of the main ,; 
Supports ſaid ro be relied upon by the Coun- 
cil, for the force of this Canon. And even our 15 
Author himſelf knows not how to engliſh the] 4. 


Words to his purpoſe, without an unwarrant- 

able Alteration. in them. For he has found ity - P. 
neceſſary, inſtead of mixing Water with the] th 
Wine thus offers, to ſay, mixes Water with thi fer 
Wine, thus offering. A clear proof that even inf nee 
his Judgement, a literal Tranflation of the Words 50 
is not well conſiſtent with the reſt of the Ca cri 
non. Which is all the Anſwerer pretended. rof pre 
This Gentleman, I confeſs, pleads in behalf of * 
his own variation, that % Tegonyer and www hay 
rech expreſs the ſame thing. But if he 1 1 
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ally thought the Senſe no way altered by this 
change of the Verb and Participle, why did he 
f not let them ſtand as they were. If he has 
no better Reaſon for it, than that he might 
2 come the nearer, as he pretends, ro the Engliſh 
1 Idiom, he ought to know, it is not the Engliſh 
0 Idiom, but the Grech we have now under de- 
”. | bate, and ir would have become bim beſt to keep 
d | to that: As no doubt he would, but that it 
n would not ſuit with his defign. He tells us we 
ws ſee the Canon expreſsly determining for the Mix- 
| ture, without any Violence to Grammar. But I 
muſt beg to be excuſed, if I aſſure him, that 
whatſoever he may do, I cannot by any means 
ſee it. He cannot deny but the moſt exact ren- 
dring of the Words as they ſtand unalter'd in 
the Canon, is, I any Biſhop or Presbyter does 
not officiate according to the Order delivered by 
the Apoſtles, and mixing Water with the Wine, 
thus offers the unſpatted Sacrifice, let him be de- 
poſed. And if the Canon thus undiſturbed, and 
as it moſt genuinely imports, can be ſhewn to 
determine expreſsly for the Mixture, I congratu- 
late him upon the happineſs of ſo unexpected a 
' Diſcovery. And for his intended Parallel from 
the Fourth Commandment, there is ſo little re- 
ſemblance between that and this, that I ſhall not 
need to trouble the Reader about it. There is 
no doubt but AND, as well as other Conjun- 
Qions Copulative, connects a plurality of ex- 
preſſions, and ſo carry's on the Senſe, but that 
it will make a Negative and an Affirmative to 
r have both the ſame Signification, is what I never 


e knew before. i 
"3 Next we are told, * zhe Trullan Canon was ci- 
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ted 'a7 a corroborating Teſtimony for the Uſe of 
the Sacraments Mixture, and was not offered to 
be conſidered independently of the other Teſtimo- 
nies, but to be taken in concurrence wh them. 

Quo teneam vultus mutantem Protea nodo? 


How ſhall we come to know the proper uſe of 


this Canon? Firſt, it was produced * in the Rea- 
fons in ſuch 'a manner, as that a Man could not 
bur take it to be appealed to for its Authority. 
When this would not do, we are told, F 1518 
Council is cited only for Evidence, and not for 
binding Authority; and it is hoped the Teſtimo- 
ny of Two Hundred Biſhops is good Proof for 
matter of Fact, and may be allowed to paſs in a 
Chriſtian Court. But the weakneſs of this Plea 
too having been expoſed, + by the Anſwerer, now 
it comes to be only a circumſtantial & corrobo- 
rating Teſtimony. And who knows what it will 
be next? Beſides it is corroborating Evidence for 
the Le only, not for the Inſtirurion- or Neceſſi- 
ty of the Mixture; and this only upon 4 Sup- 
Poſition of their Evidence being derived from the 
ſame Fountain with that of the Earlieſt Chriſti- 
ans. For fo ſays our Author, face we find the 
Fathers of this Synod agreeing in their Evidence 


ih the earlieft Chriſtian Writers; we cannot 


but SUPPOSE their Teflimony derived from the 
fame Fountain. What that Fountain was I ſhall 
not ſtand here to enquire, having done it ſuffi- 
ciently all along. But be that how it will, I 
cannot vet arrive at the art of diſcerning how 
3 CERTAINTY and ESSEN TIFALITY may be 
raf upon a SUPPOSITION and UNCER- 
YAINTY. And though they are ſaid. to ſupport 


4 . 
— * 


* Reaſons p. 7. Defence p. 43. f N. ſ. R. Pt. I. p. 
95. Y App. p. 2049. .* | 


their 


1 „ 
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their Declaration in bebalf of the Mixture; by 


tbe Authority of S. James, S. Chryſoſtom, and 
S. Baſil, yer I cannot allow theſe to amount to 


what is expected from them, till what is brought 
to the contrary, in relation to the firſt, in the 


No Reaſon, p. 18. and as to the others in the 

No ſufficient Reaſon, p. 94. be better anſwered 

than it is yet. | | 
He argues farther, * that the Objector ſays, Iz 


the very next Age was convened the Second Coun- 
cil at Nice, which taught the Honour paid to our 


Bleſſed Saviours Image to terminate in himſelf ;, and 


pleaded for it THE TRADITIONS OF THE 


APOSTLES AND FATHERS, AND THE DE- 
CLARATIONS OF THE HOLY ORACLES 
THEMSELVES. And hereupon he asks, Is this 
inſtance any ways prejudicial, to the Teſtimony of 
zhe Trullan Biſhops. And I muſt ask him again; 


If it be not highly prejudicial to the Teſtimony 


of thoſe Biſhops, how come they to be dwindled 


upon it, from Witneſſes paſſable in a Chriſtian 


Court, to become now only Corroborating Evi- 
dence £ His Compariſon of the Worſhip of Images 
with the Euchariſtick Mixture, is totally befides 


the Mark. Nor were the Nicene Biſhops men- 
tioned with any other intent, than purely to 


prove, that fince the Teſtimony of ſo many Bi- 
ſhops was certainly not true, that of a little more 
than Half the Number could not well be ſuppoſed 
to be more credible. And all his Return to this 
is, that they had a Concurrence of Primitive Do- 
tors on their fide; indeed of ſo many as if true 
would have rendered their Teſtimony uſeleſs and 
unneceſſary, and conſequently infignificant. He 
pleads moreover, Ihe ſame Rule that ſhews the 


| = App. P. 205. 


Second 


| 
N 


5 our Saviour kept the Paſſover with unleaventi 


— 


. ä 


[10J 


* 


Second Council of Nice to have corrupted the Faith 


*ecommends tht Trullan Determination. So that | © 
here we are got again'to their enaQing Authority, To 
But fince.the learned Author of zbe Defence pro- 
felſes, that this Council was cited 'only for Evi. © 
dence, and not "or binding Authority, and this | '< 
Gentleman ſpeaks of it as of uſe only for a Corro- || ©? 
borating Teſtimony, without inſiſting at all upon || S* 
the Obligation of its Canons, I ſhall not trouble 
the Reader with any farther enquiry into them, 4 
but leave him to what was ſaid in the No Rea- : 
Jon. by 

7 A third Objection is concerning that vain trifling fo! 


Diſtinction, tor I cannot yet ſee any reaſon to call 7” 
it. otherwiſe, between the Fruit of the Vine, and 82 


of the Tree. And here as for his Teſtimony of 
be Talmud, I have ſaid ſo much already, + that of 
].need not inſiſt upon it any farther. | But as to all 
the Diſtinction itſelf, The Vine, ſays he, 7s cer. 
tainly a Tree, and therefore the Fruit of the Vine, : 
is certainly the Fruit of the Tree; conſequently hi 
zbere 2s no impertinency in calling pure Wine the „ 
Fruit of the Tree. And for the other part of the b 


Diſtinction, the Fruit of the Vine that alſo may we 
be ſupported by numerous Inſtances, where the M 
whole is Synecdochically put for a Part. Juſt as g; 
if a Man ſhould ſay, pure Cyder, being the Irie 2 
of the Apple, is accordingly the Fruit of the Tree Ee 
but Wazer-Cyder only is the Fruit of the Apple he 
tree. This is wonderfully inſtructive! And non Ar 
lure a Man is never to be, pardoned, that will 
_Preſumerto blame the Rabbzes for ſo juſt and per to 
- tinent a Diſcovery, as this appears to be. de 
The laſt Objection is this, It does not appes ly 


* - 
- = NIEL - PPP 


| f. 7, F. App. p. 20. * 


| Bread, as it had been obſerved in the Defence. 


To this, ſays he, the Anſwerer makes a great ma- 
ny Objettions, of which I. ſhall not trouble the Rea- 
der with a particular Examination. And for a 
very good Reaſon, namely becauſe he knew he 
could not anſwer them. Though the Reaſon he 
gives is, that they do not affect the merits of the 
Cauſe. They certainly affect, and in truth quite 
overthrow the Propoſition they are brought to 


diſprove. Which undoubtedly was a juſt Reaſon for 


examining them, had he not found them too hard 


for him. It follows, znleavened Bread is no way 
parallel to the Mixture. Which is readily granted, 


and for this Reaſon, that we know for certain our 
Saviour did not uſe Leavened Bread at the Inſti- 
tution of his Supper, becauſe it was the firſt day 
of Unleavened Bread, when the Fews were not 
allowed, as the Name itſelf ſhews, to have any 
Leaven by them, much leſs to eat of it, nor can it be 
imaginꝰd, that our Bleſſed Saviour ever wou'dallow 
himſelf to eat the Paſſover in a manner ſo directly 
oppoſite to the Inſtitution of it, Exod. 12. 15th, 
as the Uſe of Leavened Bread would have been; bur 
we do not certainly know that our Saviour uſed a 


Mixt Cup, after all that has been ſaid for it, and 


{till leſs that he enjoined it at all to his Diſciples, 
and leaſt of all that he made it a NECESSART 
ESSEN TIAL Part of his Inſtitution, becauſe 
he never ſo much as once mentions it; nor his 
Apoſtles after him. 


Which one Conſideration, if rightly attended 
to, were an effectual Anſwer, to whatever has 


been offered in behalf of the Mixture, ſo earneſt- 
ly and indefatigably contended for, | 
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